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SALE  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 
FOR  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES 


FRIDAY,  MARCH  24,  1961 

U.S.  Senate, 

Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Production, 

Marketing,  and  Stabilization  of  Prices 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10:30  a.m.,  room  324, 
Old  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.,  Senator  Olin  D. 
Johnston  presiding. 

Present:  Senator  Johnston  and  Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota. 

Senator  Johnston.  The  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Production, 
Marketing,  and  Stabilization  of  Prices  will  come  to  order. 

We  have  before  us  this  morning  S.  1027,  which  is  a  request  bill,  and 
would  authorize  the  expenditure  of  additional  funds  under  Public  Law 
480.  A  statement  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  requests  this 
particular  legislation,  and  I  ask  that  it  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 
This  letter  was  dated  February  16,  1961.  Also,  I  ask  that  the  bill  be 
printed  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(S.  1027  and  the  letter  dated  February  16,  1961,  are  as  follows:) 

[S.  1027,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  103(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  deleting 
“any  calendar  year  during  the  period  beginning  January  1,  1960,  and  ending 
December  31,  1961,”  and  substituting  “the  calendar  year  1960,”  and  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Agreements  shall  not  be  entered  into  under 
this  title  in  the  calendar  year  1961  which  will  call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in 
amounts  in  excess  of  $3,500,000,000,  plus  any  amount  by  which  agreements 
entered  into  in  the  preceding  calendar  year  have  called  or  will  call  for  appro¬ 
priations  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts  less  than 
authorized  for  such  preceding  year  by  this  Act  as  in  effect  during  such  preceding 
years.” 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  February  16,  1961. 

President  of  the  Senate, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Enclosed  is  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to  provide  an 
increase  of  $2  billion  in  the  authority  of  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (Public  Law  480,  83d  Cong.),  for 
|  calendar  year  1961. 

Title  I  of  Public  Law  480  authorizes  the  President  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  friendly  nations  or  organizations  of  friendly  nations  to  provide  for  the  sale  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies.  The  title  I  authoriza¬ 
tion  currently  provides  for  sales  of  $1.5  billion  at  cost  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  each  of  calendar  years  1960  and  1961  plus  any  unused  amounts 
i  from  previous  authorizations. 

The  past  administration,  in  a  letter  dated  January  9,  1961,  addressed  to  you 
from  Clarence  L.  Miller,  then  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  submitted  a 
request  for  an  increase  of  $1.1  billion  to  the  current  title  I  authority  for  calendar 
year  1961. 
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As  you  know,  President  Kennedy  appointed  a  Food  for  Peace  Committee  to 
make 'an  analysis  of  current  legislative  programs  and  report  its  findings  and 
recommendations  on  how  to  shift  from  the  concept  of  surplus  disposal  to  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  our  abundant  food  supply  to  help  raise  the  living  and  nutritional  standards 
of  peoples  here  at  home  and  abroad. 

The  Committee  has  submitted  the  recommendations  and  they  are  now  under 
study.  One  of  the  recommendations  provides  for  an  immediate  authorization  of 
at  least  $2  billion  for  the  balance  of  calendar  year  1961  under  title  I  of  Public 
Law  480. 

Additional  new  requests  have  been  received  and  new  information  has  developed 
indicating  that  a  $2  billion  authorization  would  more  effectively  meet  title  I 
programing  requirements  during  calendar  year  1961  than  would  the  $1.1  billion 
request  submitted  earlier.  Thus,  the  administration  accepts  this  recommendation 
and  reemphasizes  the  urgent  need  for  immediate  action.  Only  a  small  amount  of 
the  current  funds  remain  uncommitted.  We  are  now  in  position  in  our  programing 
where  these  remaining  funds  are -becoming  so  limited  that  it  may  be  necessary  to 
inform  foreign  governments  that  their  current  requests  may  have  to  be  deferred. 
Therefore,  it  is  imperative  that  Congress  be  asked  to  take  prompt  action  to  con¬ 
sider  a  bill  for  additional  funds. 

We  recommend  that  any  other  amendments  to  this  act  be  considered  in  separate 
legislation  at  a  later  date. 

r  Enactment  of  the  proposed  legislation  would  result  in  no  increase  in  employment  i 
or  administrative  costs  in  the  fiscal  year  1962.  The  program  costs  of  $1.6  billion  ( 
estimated  for  the  fiscal  year  1962  takes  into  account  the  proposed  additional 
authorization.  .  . 


The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  enactment  of  the  proposed  legislation 
would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

■  A  similar  letter  is  being  sent  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman. 


Senator  Johnston.  Now,  as  you  will  notice  here,  additional  funds 
would  be  authorized  for  sales  of  surplus  commodities  for  foreign 
currencies. 

I  understand  that  we  have  with  us  this  morning  some  witnesses 
who  will  appear,  I  imagine,  in  favor  of  this  legislation  and  some  who 
will  possibly  offer  amendments.  They  will  be  here  to  enlighten  us, 
to  say  the  least. 

I  woidd  like  to  say  at  the  beginning  of  this  hearing  that- the  House 
has  had  extended  hearings  on  this  matter,  and  I  am  going  to  ask  the  i 
subcommittee  to  please  study  the  records  of  the  House,  as  it  will 
expedite  matters,  I  think,  a  great  deal  in  our  own  considerations. 
From  our  study  we  will  see  better  what  is  best  for  us  to  recommend 
to  the  full  committee. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  Mr.  Chairman,  do  we  have  many  ( 
who  have  asked  to  be  heard? 

Senator  Johnston.  Not  of  this  bill;  no.  I  notice  we  apparently 
have  only  four  witnesses  here  this  morning.  The  first  one  we  will 
hear  is  Robert  C.  Tetro,  Administrator,  Foreign  Agricultural  Service, 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  are  glad  to  have  you  with  us  this  morning  and  you  may  proceed 
just  as  you  see  fit  to  enlighten  us. 


STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  C.  TETRO,  ADMINISTRATOR,  AND 
RAYMOND  A.  IOANES,  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR,  FOREIGN 
AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Tetro.  Thank  you,  sir.  We  have  a  brief  statement  which  I 
would  like  to  read,  Senator* 

Mr*  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  welcome  this 
opportunity  to  support  S.  1027,  which  would  provide  the  increase  of 
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$2  billion  in  the  title  I,  Public  Law  480,  program  recommended  by  the 
Department  for  the  balance  of  calendar  year  1961. 

We  have  committed  in  signed  agreements  all  about  $150  million 
of  the  present  $9.25  billion  title  I  funds  authority.  Programs  in 
negotiation  and  in  various  stages  of  development  far  exceed  this 
balance.  We  have  reached  the  point  where  we  are  withholding  pro¬ 
grams  from  negotiation  until  additional  funds  are  provided. 

Therefore,  we  urge  that  this  committee  give  prompt  consideration 
to  the  $2  billion  increase  and  that  the  Congress  take  final  action  on 
S.  1027  as  quickly  as  possible. 

For  calendar  years  1960  and  1961  the  amount  of  title  I  funds 
available  for  programing  totaled  more  than  $3.5  billion.  This  amount 
included  the  $1.5  billion  furnished  for  each  of  these  2  years  plus  about 
$500  million  in  unused  funds  carried  over  from  previous  authorizations. 

In  each  of  calendar  years  1960  and  1961  we  have  entered  into 
title  I  agreements  lor  about  $1.7  billion.  The  largest  single  agreement 
during  this  period  was  the  4-year  program  concluded  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  India  which  will  result  in  the  export  of  600  million  bushels 
of  wheat  and  22  million  bags  of  rice.  This  agreement  committed 
about  $2.1  billion  of  the  $3.4  billion  programed  during  this  2-year 
period. 

Our  programing  plans  for  the  $2  billion  increase  are  as  follows : 

There  are  a  few  small  programs  which  the  Department  has  already 
approved.  We  are  awaiting  the  new  authorization  to  place  them 
into  negotiation.  These  programs  total  about  $50  million. 

Senator  A  oung  of  North  Dakota.  Are  you  asking  for  $2  billion 
for  the  rest-  of  this  fiscal  year? 

Air.  Tetro.  For  the  rest  of  this  calendar  year. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  The  calendar  year? 

Air.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Johnston.  When  you  say  “calendar  year”  you  mean  1961? 

Air.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Johnston.  Through  December? 

Air.  Tetro.  Through  December;  yes,  sir. 

We  have  received  a  number  of  firm  requests  for  programs  from 
countries  such  as  Pakistan,  China,  and  Indonesia  which  are  now 
being  developed  by  the  Department.  These  programs,  expected  to 
total  about  $1.25  billion,  include  a  4-vear  proposal  for  Pakistan  of 
nearly  $1  billion. 

'■  We  have  had  preliminary  discussions  with  a  number  of  countries 
in  advance  of  formal  country  requests.  These  programs  involve 
such  countries  as  Chile,  Israel,  Paraguay,  the  United  Arab  Republic, 
and  Poland.  It  also  includes  a  possible  negotiation  of  a  multiyear 
agreement  with  the  Government  of  Brazil  as  a  result  of  the  special 
food  for  peace  mission  to  Latin  America.  These  programs  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  total  about  $600  million. 

These  planned  programs  will  use  the  great  bulk  of  the  $2  billion 
authorization  we  are  requesting  today.  Later  in  this  session  of 
Congress  recommendations  will  be  submitted  for  the  continuation 
of  the  program  bevond  the  present  expiration  date  of  December  31, 
1961. 

Poor  crop  conditions  abroad  have  resulted  in  increased  need  of 
commodities  under  title  I  in  many  countries.  In  addition  there  is 
increasing  interest  in  longer-term  commodity  agreements  by  under¬ 
developed  countries  having  large  food  deficits. 
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Multiyear  title  I  agreements  such  as  the  4-year  agreement  con¬ 
cluded  with  the  Government  of  India  last  year  assure  the  availa¬ 
bility  of  adequate  supplies  of  such  food-deficit  countries. 

It  lets  them  plan  commodity  procurement  and  shipment  over 
longer  periods  and  conduct  such  operations  more  effectively;  it 
permits  maximum  use  of  facilities  to  receive,  store,  and  distribute 
commodities;  it  allows  coordination  of  import  programs  with  local 
production;  and  it  supports  long-range  plans  for  total  economic 

development.  .  .  . 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  emphasize  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  position  on  farm  abundance.  The  President  has  taken 
leadership  in  making  Public  Law  480  programs  a  vital  force  for  peace 
purposes.  In  his  farm  message  last  week  he  stated  that  a  number 
of  steps  had  already  been  taken  toward  greater  utilization  of  our 
agricultural  abundance  both  at  home  and  overseas  and  that  this 
abundance  can  contribute  to  the  well-being  and  stability  of  under¬ 
developed  nations.  _  J 

We  believe  U.S.  farm  productivity  is  a  national  blessing.  The  ( 
American  farmer  is  efficient  and  productive.  And  this  capacity 
offers  great  opportunities  to  feed  needy  people  in  this  country,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  depressed  areas.  There  is  also  great  opportunity  tu 
attack,  in  cooperation  with  other  countries,  hunger  and  malnutrition 


overseas. 

We  are  using  U.S.  farm  products  to  help  shape  national  and  inter¬ 
national  policy.  This  is  a  positive  policy  and  has  been  developed 
under  the  foreign  policy  leadership  of  the  State  Department.  We 
have  buried  the  dilemma  of  surpluses — we  recognize  our  agricultural 
abundance  as  a  national  asset  and  seek  its  maximum  use. 

We  must  take  a  more  careful  look  ahead  at  the  continuing  needs  of 
underdeveloped  countries  and  our  own  ability  to  supply  these  needs. 
In  short,  we  must  develop  a  world  food  budget  and  a  national  food 
policy  geared  more  effectively  to  meet  food  requirements.  This, 
the  Secretary  is  already  undertaking. 

Our  efforts  to  make  greater  use  of  U.S.  agricultural  commodities 
are  reflected  in  title  I,  Public  Law  480  program  operations.  Com¬ 
modities  are  now  moving  abroad  in  record  volume  and  we  believe 
that  title  I  exports  for  the  current  fiscal  year  will  be  the  largest  on 
record. 

These  exports  are  in  addition  to  our  sales  abroad  for  dollars  which 
are  at  a  very  high  level.  Next  year  we  expect  shipments  to  be  even 
larger.  Increased  movements,  of  course,  are  dependent  upon  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  additional  authority  we  are  requesting  today. 

A  brief  reference  to  the  volume  of  exports  best  illustrates  the  com¬ 
modity  impact  of  title  I.  Total  U.S.  exports  of  wheat  for  the  year 
ending  June  30  will  reach  about  600  million  bushels,  more  than  half 
of  which  will  move  under  title  I. 

Rice  exports  should  reach  20  million  bags  and  vegetable  oil  exports 
should  total  1.6  billion  pounds;  again  more  than  half  of  these  quantities 
will  move  under  title  I.  Title  I  feed  grain  and  cotton  exports,  al¬ 
though  not  as  significant  in  total  U.S.  agricultural  exports,  continue 
in  important  volume. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  May  I  interrupt  at  this  point 
to  ask  a  question? 

Senator  Johnston.  Yes. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  How  many  bushels  of  feed  grain 
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have  yon  exported  in  a  given  period  such  as  last  year,  that  is,  corn, 
barley,  et  cetera? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  The  total  exports? 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  The  total  number  of  bushels  of 
barley,  corn,  et  cetera. 

Mr.  Ioanes.  I  can’t  give  you  the  figure  offhand  for  each  one,  but 
it  would  be  at  least  450  million  bushels,  including  corn,  sorghum, 
oats,  and  barley. 

Mr.  Tetko.  More  than  half  of  that  would  be  corn. 

Mr.  Ioanes.  About  250  million  would  be  corn. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  Bushels  of  corn?  In  what 
period? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  In  the  fiscal  year  1959-60. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  That  is  a  great  increase  over  the 
previous  year? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes. 

Mr.  Ioanes.  Our  feed  grain  exports  have  just  about  tripled  in  the 
space  of  5  or  6  years. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Johnston.  What  price  is  being  received  in  payment  by 
the  Government? 

Mr.  Tetro.  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Senator  Johnston.  Are  we  receiving  pay  for  all  of  it? 

Mr.  Tetro.  No. 

Mr.  Ioanes.  You  are  talking  about  feed  grains? 

Senator  Johnston.  How  is  it  disposed  of? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  The  bulk  of  the  feed  grain  exports  are  sold  for  dollars. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  Subsidized? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  In  most  cases  there  is  an  export  payment  made  to 
bring  the  price  down  to  the  world  level.  Actually,  this  has  not  been 
a  very  great  cost. 

I  would  guess  that  the  loss  to  the  Government  on  these  dollar  sales 
has  been,  perhaps,  as  little  as  5  percent  in  terms  of  what  the  com¬ 
modities  are  worth  on  the  domestic  market. 

So  the  answer  is,  Senator,  of  the  number  I  gave  you,  roughly  450 
million  bushels,  most  of  it  has  been  sold  for  dollars  and  where  there 
has  been  a  subsidy,  it  has  been  nominal. 

Senator  Johnston.  We  understand  that  we  have  to  pay  a  subsidy 
to  get  rid  of  it.  We  know  that,  but  I  wanted  to  know  the  price  at 
which  we  are  selling  it.  What  are  we  getting  for  it? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  Mostly  for  cash. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Mostly  for  cash  and  the  feed  grain  subsidies  are 
relatively  small. 

At  times,  in  some  grains  we  don’t  even  have  to  use  it.  The  other 
figure  is  here,  sir.  Feed  grain  exports  this  year  under  title  I,  Public 
Law  480  should  run  about  70  million  bushels  and  cotton  exports 
would  total  1.2  million  bales. 

That  70  million  bushels  would  compare  to  the  450-million-bushel 
total  feed  grain  figure.  Most  of  it  actually  went  out  through  the 
normal  commercial  channels.  In  some  cases  a  subsidy  is  paid. 

Mr.  Ioanes.  Could  I  interrupt  to  go  back  to  the  question  about 
feed  grains.  The  export  figure  for  feed  grains  last  year  was  almost 
500  million  bushels  instead  of  450. 

Mr.  Tetro.  We  are  also  developing  programs  to  make  available 
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a  wider  variety  of  commodities,  for  example,  poultry,  to  upgrade  the 
diets  of  needy  people  abroad. 

I  also  want  to  make  clear  that  the  Department’s  main  emphasis  is 
to  sell  agricultural  commodities  commercially  for  dollars.  Of  total 
U.S.  agricultural  exports,  about  70  percent  is  sold  for  dollars  and 
only  the  remaining  30  percent  is  financed  through  special  export 
programs,  principally  Public  Law  480. 

Senator  Johnston.  Now,  is  this  30  percent  of  our  farm  exports? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir,  of  total  exports. 

Senator  Johnston.  If  you  get  this  authorization,  what  percentage 
do  you  expect? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Well,  we  would  expect,  sir,  that  the  cash  sales  would 
also  move  up  and  that  the  percentage  for  special  programs  would 
remain  about  the  same,  roughly  30  percent. 

Senator  Johnston.  So  the  Public  Law  480  program  encourages 
dollar  sales,  too? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir..  The  basic  principle  of  the  title  I  operation 
is  not  to  interfere  with  either  U.S.  commercial  sales  or  those  of  friendly  ( 
countries. 

This  is  what  we  were  trying  to  say  here,  that  we  still  make  com¬ 
mercial  sales  for  dollars.  ‘ 

Senator  Johnston.  Public  Law  480  sales  are  more  or  less  additional 
to  it  or  supplementary  to  regular  commercial  sales? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Ioanes.  I  would  like  to  add  something  there,  Mr.  Chairman. 
You  are  getting  at  the  effect  that  Public  Law  480  has  in  encouraging 
dollar  exports. 

Senator  Johnston.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Ioanes.  I  think  there  are  two  cases  that  would  exemplify  this. 
One  would  be  the  increase  in  sales  of  poultry  which  has  occurred  in 
recent  years.  One  of  the  big  factors  in  getting  that  started  was  a 
sale  imder  Public  Law  480  of  a  small  amount  of  poultry  to  Germany. 
This  was  followed  by  trade  promotion  programs  and  converted  the 
whole  thing  to  a  very  large  cash  export  market. 

Today  we  are  exporting  close  to  200  million  pounds  of  poultry  a 
year  and  just  about  every  pound  of  it  is  sold  for  dollars. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  Without  subsidies? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  Without  any  subsidy.  A  second  example  that  is  cur-  ( 
rent  is  the  very  large  sale  of  wheat  this  year  to  both  Italy  and  Spain. 

In  the  past  we  sold  Public  Law  480  wheat  to  these  countries.  They 
both  have  remembered  that  we  have  good  wheat  and  this  year,  be¬ 
tween  those  two  countries,  they  will  probably  buy  somewhere  between 
1  %  and  2  million  tons  of  wheat  for  dollars.  That  is  between  55  and 
75  million  bushels  for  dollars. 

These  are  two  examples  of  how  Public  Law  480  has  helped  sell 
commodities  for  dollars. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Public  Law  480  serves  as  a  large  and  supplementary 
means  for  the  Department  to  expand  foreign  markets  for  U.S.  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities. 

J  otal  agricultural  exports  for  the  year  ending  June  30  are  expected 
to  exceed  the  record  of  $4.7  billion  established  in  fiscal  year  1957. 
The  1957  record  was  stimulated  by  the  Suez  crisis.  The  volume  of 
exports  will  also  establish  a  new  record — a  high  level  of  shipments  is 
expected  for  wheat,  cotton,  rice,  vegetable  oils,  tobacco,  soybeans, 
and  poultry.  Our  promotion  of  commercial  sales  for  dollars,  alone: 
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with  greater  emphasis  on  feeding  needy  people  through  special  export 
programs  such  as  Public  Law  480,  gives  promise  for  continuing  high 
agricultural  export  totals. 

We  believe  that  there  are  a  number  of  changes  in  Public  Law  480 
which  should  be  considered  and  are  preparing  recommendations  for 
consideration  later  this  year. 

In  other  words,  the  basic  authority  runs  out  at  the  end  of  the  year. 
We  would  hope  that  the  Congress  will  extend  that  authority  in  some 
way  and  we  will  have  a  proposal  that  will  be  brought  before  this 
committee. 

1  am  sure  that  this  committee  also  has  some  changes  in  mind.  The 
need  for  additional  title  I  funds  is  so  urgent,  however,  that  we  recom¬ 
mend  you  defer  action  on  amendments  to  the  act  at  this  time.  We  will 
join  with  you  in  seeking  the  best  ways  and  means  for  making  Public 
Law  480  a  sounder  and  more  valuable  program  to  use  agricultural 
commodities. 

We  will  be  glad  to  respond  to  any  questions  you  may  have  con¬ 
cerning  this  statement  and  furnish  additional  information  for  the 
record.  "  - 

Thank  you,  sir. 

Senator  Johnston.  1  believe  in  the  letter,  or  somewhere  else,  I  saw 
that  you  already  have  requests  for  Public  Law  480  contracts  that 
would  include  the  additional  amount  that  you  are  asking  for  at  the 
present  time. 

Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir.  The  figure,  roughly  $1.9  billion,  is  the  total 
of  these  programs  that  we  are  considering  or  expecting  at  this  time. 

Senator  Johnston.  Do  you  have  that  broken  down  to  show  to  the 
committee  just  where  that  is  and  what  it  concerns? 

Mr.  Tetro.  We  can  do  part  of  this,  Air.  Chairman. 

Senator  Johnston.  Well,  if  you  can’t  now  we  would  like  to  have  that 
for  the  record.  I  know  I  would. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  Yes. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Air.  Chairman,  we  have  given  illustrative  countries 
in  the  prepared  statement  except  for  the  $50  million  in  programs  which 
are  approved  for  negotiation  pending  a  new  authorization.  Pakistan 
if  the  big  program  in  the  $1.25  billion  group  and  we  mentioned  several 
countries  for  the  last  $600  million.  Many  of  these  are  in  various  stages 
of  development  and  for  some  countries  there  are  not  formal  requests. 

It  might  be  better  not  to  give  some  of  the  details  of  the  country 
requests,  but  we  would  be  very  happy  to  give  you  a  statement  of  the 
total  commodities  that  are  affected  by  this  $2  billion. 

Is  that  what  you  would  like,  sir? 

Senator  Johnston.  Yes.  Of  course,  we  are  interested  in  all  of  the 
commodities  but,  naturally,  one  of  the  things  that  this  committee  is 
much  interested  in  is  the  trying  to  dispose  of  some  of  our  surpluses 
of  specific  commodities.  We  certainly  would  like  to  have  information 
regarding  these  commodities. 

Of  course,  naturally,  in  my  own  area  we  do  not  have  such  a  large 
amount.  I  notice  you  mentioned  tobacco  and,  naturally,  I  would  be 
interested  in  that,  but  I  think  the  committee,  as  a  whole  would  be 
more  interested  in  wheat  and  corn  and  some  other  commodities  which 
are  in  surplus. 

Air.  Tetro.  Well,  Air.  Chairman,  we  can  give  you  this  kind  of  a 
picture  because  it  would  not  be  related  to  countries.  I  have  it  here  and 
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will  submit  it  for  the  record.  If  you  would  like  to  know  the  magni¬ 
tudes:  wheat  and  wheat  flour  total  425  million  bushels;  feed  grains, 
45  million  bushels;  milled  rice,  10.5  million  hundredweights;  cotton 
(upland),  1.1  million  bales;  long  staple  cotton,  .05  million  bales; 
tobacco,  all  types,  30  million  pounds;  nonfat  dry  milk,  80  million 
pounds;  vegetable  oils,  950  million  pounds;  and  then  a  group  of  tallow, 
lard,  meat,  and  poultry  products  and  fruit,  which  would  be  $25  to  $50 
million  and  about  $180  million  in  ocean  transportation  costs. 

Now,  would  you  like  this  for  the  record? 

Senator  Johnston.  Yes.  That  should  become  a  part  of  the  record, 
the  various  commodities  and  the  amount. 

(The  list  referred  to  follows :) 


Commodities  expected  to  be  programed  from  $2  billion  authorization 

Commodity :  Quantity 

Wheat  and  wheat  flour _  425,000,000  bushels. 

Feed  grains _  45,000,000  bushels. 

Rice  (milled) _  10,500,000  hundredweight. 

Cotton  (upland) _  1,100,000  bales. 

Cotton  (extra  long  staple) _  50,000  bales. 

Tobacco _  30,000,000  pounds. 

Nonfat  dry  milk _  80,000,000  pounds. 

Vegetable  oils _  950,000,000  pounds. 

Non-price-support  (tallow,  lard  meat.  $25,000,000  to  $50,000,000  worth. 

and  poultry  products,  fruit). 

Ocean  transportation _ $180,000,000  worth. 


Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  Could  I  ask  a  question  at  this 
point? 

Senator  Johnston.  Yes.  Proceed. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  Are  you  familiar  with  Durum 
wheat,  the  type  of  wheat  from  which  they  make  macaroni  and  spa¬ 
ghetti? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  What  I  would  like  to  have  you 
do  is  make  some  kind  of  a  study  to  find  out  how  much  demand  there 
would  be  for  this  type  of  wheat  in  foreign  countries. 

This  is  a  product  the  production  of  which  we  could  expand,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  my  area.  I  would  like  to  know  what  potential  export 
market  we  would  have  for  this  if  our  production  was  expanded. 
Would  that  be  possible? 

Mr.  Tetro.  I  will  certainly  be  very  happy  to  do  that.  As  you 
know,  so  far  it  has  been  mostly  the  whites,  the  Hard  Reds  and  Soft 
Reds  that  have  moved.  But  we  would  be  very  happy  to  take  a  look 
at  the  export  possibilities  of  Durum  wheat.  This  will  take  more  time 
than  you  have  for  insertion  in  the  record. 

But  may  we  submit  this  to  the  committee  as  a  special  study? 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  Yes;  and  send  me  a  copy. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

Well,  Senator,  Durum  has  not  been  included  under  title  I.  We 
have  not  programed  it.  But  we  will  prepare  a  study  as  to  its  general 
export  possibilities. 

Senator  1  oung  of  North  Dakota.  Well,  Durum  wheat  has  only 
recently  been  declared  surplus  and  eligible  for  export  subsidy.  So  it 
has  not  been  affected  until  recently. 

Senator  Johnston.  Do  you  have  any  trouble  in  disposing  of  large 
amounts  of  flour?  The  reason  I  ask  you  that  is  because  millers  give 
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employment  here  in  the  United  States  in  preparing  it  and  getting  it 
ready  for  human  consumption. 

What  percentage  goes  over  in  the  form  of  flour  and  what  percentage 
of  wheat  in  just  the  raw  grain? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  amount  of  total  U.S.  flour 
exports  have  increased  year  by  year.  There  is  a  problem  that  some 
of  the  smaller  countries  have  built  their  own  milling  facilities. 

I  think  we  have  exact  figures  on  what  our  title  I  program  does  in¬ 
volve  which  we  can  give  you. 

Mr.  Ioanes.  Yes;  I  have  the  figures  here  for  title  I. 

These  are  the  figures  per  year  beginning  with  fiscal  year  1957.  I 
will  just  round  out  the  numbers. 

In  fiscal  year  1957,  146  million  pounds;  in  fiscal  year  1958,  33  million 
pounds;  in  fiscal  year  1959,  a  jump  to  426  million  pounds;  in  fiscal 
year  1960,  almost  a  billion  pounds.  And  in  the  first  half  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  570  million  pounds.  This  last  figure  is  for  the  6-montb 
period. 

So  that  it  has  increased  tremendously  under  title  I  as  we  have 
moved  ahead. 

Senator  Johnston.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Ioanes.  This  is  title  I  flour.  And  I  would  say  that,  in  general, 
the  use  of  flour  under  all  of  these  programs  has  increased  as  we  have 
moved  along.  This,  as  I  said  at  the  beginning,  is  title  I  only. 

But,  as  the  Administrator  has  said,  we  will  furnish  the  total  figures 
for  the  record,  but  I  am  sure  you  will  find  that  the  totals  have  been 
moving  up  steadily. 

Senator  Johnston.  I  think  that  is  an  interesting  fact  to  know, 
because  that  is  really  good  for  the  United  States. 

(The  information  referred  to  above  is  as  follows :) 


Total  U.S.  flour  exports  by  fiscal  years  have  been  as  follows: 
Fiscal  vear: 

1955  _ _ _ 

1956  _ _ _ 

1957  _ _ _ 

1958  _ _ _ j _ 

1959  _ 

1960  _ _ _ 


Pounds 
(in  billions ) 

..  2. 0 

2.  1 

3.  1 

..  3. 4 

3.  5 

..  3.  9 


Senator  Johnston.  Do  you  have  any  other  questions? 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  No,  I  don’t  think  so. 

Senator  Johnston.  Do  any  of  the  staff  have  any  questions? 

That  is  all,  I  guess,  unless  you  want  to  make  some  additions  to  your 
statement.  Do  either  one  of  you  wish  to  do  that? 

Mr.  Tetro.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Johnston.  I  believe  it  is  understood  that  you  will  furnish 
us  with  some  tables,  showing  the  various  countries  and  the  amounts 
that  they  have  imported  into  their  country  of  different  commodities? 

Will  you  prepare  that  for  us? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  All  right. 

(The  information  is  as  follows :) 

Table  I  shows  the  dollar  value  of  commodities  included  in  title  I,  Public  Law 
480  agreements  since  the  inception  of  the  program  in  1954,  through  December  31, 
1960.  As  of  December  31,  1960,  about  88  percent  of  the  market  value  of  these 
agreements  had  actually  been  exported  although  the  percentage  by  commodity 
and  by  country  will,  of  course,  vary. 

Table  II  shows  by  country  the  market  value  programed  and  the  value  of  actual 
exports  as  of  December  31,  1960. 

Table  III  shows  shipments  by  commodity  and  by  fiscal  year  through  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1960. 


Table  I. — Commodity  composition  of  programs  under  title  I,  Public  Law  480  agreements  signed  July  1,  1954,  through  Dec.  31,  1960 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 
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SALE  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 


Table  II. —  Title  I,  Public  Law  4.80,  amount  programed  under  agreements  signed 
through  Dec.  81,  1960,  and  estimated  market  value  of  commodities  shipped  from 
beginning  of  program  through  Dec.  31,  1960 


Country 


Argentina _ 

Austria _ 

Brazil _ 

Burma _ 

Ceylon _ 

Chile _ 

China  (Taiwan) _ 

Colombia _ 

Ecuador _ 

Finland _ 

France _ 

Germany _ 

Greece _ 

Iceland _ 

India _ 

Indonesia _ 

Iran . . . . . 

Israel _ 

Italy . . 

Japan _ 

Korea _ 

Mexico - - - 

Netherlands _ 

Pakistan _ 

Paraguay . - . . 

Peru _ 

Philippines _ 

Poland _ 

Portugal _ 

Spain . . . 

Thailand _ 

Turkey _ 

United  Arab  Republic  (Egypt) 
United  Arab  Republic  (Syria).. 

United  Kingdom _ 

Uruguay _ 

Viet  Nam _ 

Yugoslavia _ 

Total . . 


JL 


Amount  pro¬ 
gramed  (export 
market  value 
excludingocean 
transportation) 


29, 908, 000 
40, 103, 000 
190,  858, 000 
38,  744, 000 
21, 474, 000 
65,  823,  000 
50,  213,  000 
62,  546,  000 

8,  764,  000 
40, 167,  000 
35,  558, 000 

1, 197, 000 
76, 964, 000 

9,  505, 000 
1, 153,  422,  000 

153,  801, 000 
26,  653, 000 
151,  660,  000 
141,  053, 000 
135, 064, 000 
179,  493,  000 
24,644, 000 
247, 000 
350, 279, 000 
2,  598, 000 
31,331,000 
12,  676, 000 
336,  581, 000 
6, 282, 000 
427,  035,  000 
4,  393,  000 
208, 095,  000 
179, 868, 000 
24,  782, 000 
48, 094, 000 
42, 100, 000 
18, 920, 000 
361, 106, 000 


Estimated  mar¬ 
ket  value  of 
shipments  1 


29, 908, 000 
39,  500, 000 
152,  534,  000 
36, 476, 000 
16, 965, 000 

41,  535, 000 
45, 520, 000 

42,  960,  OOOi 
7, 839,  OOO 

39,  936, 000’ 
32,889,000' 

1, 197,  OOO 
67,584,000 
8, 914,  OOO 
939, 837, 000 
137, 949, 000 
13,201,000  I 
150,205,000  I 
140, 061,  OOO 
135, 064, 000' 
145, 777, 000 
24,644,000’ 
247,000’ 
310,  764,  OOO 
2, 598, 000' 
25,  869,  OOO’ 
12,672,000 
295,  666,  000' 

6, 282,  OOO 
409,  814,  OOO 
4,115,000 
203, 989, 000 
150, 798, 000 
15,003,000 
48,  094,  000 
32,  882,  000 
11, 802, 000' 
360, 431, 000 


4, 692, 001, 000 


4, 141, 521,  OOO 


1  Value  is  estimated  export  market  value,  f.o.b.  U.S.  ports,  of  tonnage  shown  on  ocean  bills  of  lading. 
Estimates  are  revised  to  reflect  actual  amounts  financed  when  this  information  is  obtained  for  completed 
authorizations. 


Table  III. —  Title  I,  Public  Law  480,  shipments  by  fiscal  years ,  beginning  of  program  through  Dec.  31,  1960 — Quantity  and  estimated 

market  value  1 
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Mr.  Tetro.  I  would  like  to  repeat,  in  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
we  have  reached  the  end  of  our  ability  to  negotiate  new  agreements. 
If  there  is  a  programing  gap  at  this  time,  while  it  will  not  immediately 
affect  the  movement  of  these  commodities,  within  a  relatively  few 
months  this  programing  will  stop  and  we  will  have  a  reduction  in  com¬ 
modity  disposition. 

So  there  is  a  serious  need  for  this  $2  billion  authorization. 

Senator  Johnston.  That  would  not  take  much  time,  would  it,  to 
get  this,  because  we  are  not  asking  for  something  in  the  future  but  we 
are  asking  for  something  of  what  you  have  done  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Tetro.  No,  sir.  This  we  will  be  very  happy  to  furnish. 

Senator  Johnston.  You  see  my  point  there?  Of  course,  we  can 
only  judge  the  future  by  the  past,  and  for  that  reason  we  just  want  to 
know  in  what  fields  this  has  gone  and  what  has  happened  with  this 
money  and  just  exactly  what  has  become  of  it. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

(The  information  is  as  follows :) 

The  following  three  tables  furnish  information  on  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  re¬ 
ceived  in  payment  for  commodities  shipped  under  the  title  I,  Public  Law  480 
program. 

Table  I  shows  the  use  to  be  made  of  foreign  currencies  under  agreements  signed 
from  the  beginning  of  the  program  through  December  31,  1960.  It  shows  the 
total  amount  by  country  to  be  received  by  the  United  States  when  the  agree¬ 
ments  are  fully  implemented;  the  amounts  specified  in  agreements  to  be  used  by 
foreign  countries  under  104(c)  common  defense  grants,  104<e)  economic  develop¬ 
ment  grants,  and  104(g)  economic  development  loans;  the  amounts  set  aside  for 
Cooley  amendment  loans  to  private  business  firms  under  104(e) ;  and  finally  the 
amounts  of  currencies  set  aside  for  U.S.  agency  uses. 

Table  II  shows  the  status  of  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  by  country;  the 
amounts  in  agreements  through  December  31,  1960;  and  allocations,  collections, 
and  disbursements  through  September  30,  1960,  as  obtained  from  the  latest 
foreign  currency  report  prepared  by  the  Treasury  Department.  As  of  September 
30,  1960,  foreign  currencies  deposited  to  the  account  of  the  United  States  totaled 
about  the  equivalent  of  $4  billion  and  disbursements  made  through  that  date 
total  about  $1.7  billion.  The  difference  of  about  $2.3  billion  was  on  hand  and  not 
yet  disbursed. 

Table  III  shows  the  status  of  foreign  currencies  by  tne  specific  uses  authorized 
in  section  104  of  Public  Law  480.  It  shows  as  of  September  30,  1960,  allocations 
made  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  amounts  transferred  to  U.S.  agency  accounts, 
and  disbursements  made  by  U.S.  agencies. 
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Table  I. —  Uses  of  foreign  currency  as  provided  in  title  I,  Public  Law  480  agreements 
signed  July  1,  1954 >  through  Dec.  31,  1960  1 

[Amounts  are  in  dollar  equivalents  at  the  deposit  rate  of  exchange] 


Country 


Total 
amount  in 
agreements 
(market 
value 
including 
O.T.) 


104(c) 

common 

defense 


104(e) 
grants  for 
economic 
develop¬ 
ment 


104(e)  loans 
to  private 
enterprise 


104(g)  loans 
to  foreign 
govern¬ 
ments 


For  U.S. 
uses  2 


Argentina _ 

Austria . . 

Brazil . . 

Burma _ 

Ceylon,  . . 

Chile . . 

China  (Taiwan).. 

Colombia _ 

Ecuador _ 

Finland _ 

France. . . 

Germany _ 

Greece _ 

Iceland _ 

India  2 _ 

Indonesia _ 

Iran. _ _ 

Israel _ 

Italy _ _ 

Japan _ 

Korea _ 

Mexico _ 

Netherlands . 

Pakistan _ _ 

Paraguay _ 

Peru _ 

Philippines _ 

Poland. . . 

Portugal _ 

Spain _ 

Thailand . . 

Turkey _ 

UAR  (Egypt).... 

UAR  (Syria) _ 

United  Kingdom . 

Uruguay _ 

Viet  Nam _ 

Yugoslavia _ 


Total _ - _ 

Uses  as  percent  of  total. 


Thousand 

dollar 

equivalents 

64. 100 

42.940 
214, 420 

40, 700 

26. 100 
71,900 
55,  500 
70, 890 

10.940 
44, 735 
60,440 

1,200 
86, 000 
10, 270 
1, 345,  203 

164. 300 
32,  446 

168,  554 
152,900 

150. 800 
201,000 

28,  200 
07  K 

396, 870 
3, 000 
37,280 
14,  400 

365.300 
7, 100 

456, 130 
4,600 
232,  265 

198. 800 
28, 200 
48, 150 
46,  400 
20,  500 

408,  530 


Thousand 

dollar 

equivalents 


Thousand 

dollar 

equivalents 


*  5,311,338 


100.0 


Thousand 
dollar 
equivalents 
8, 250 


2,000 


100 
30,  550 
80 


6,000 

4, 340 


6,540 
850 
8,600 
11,270 
710 
3, 165 
13,989 


Thousand 
dollar 
equivalents 
36, 500 
26, 328 
178,  547 
26,550 
9,580 
56, 330 
2,300 
41,180 
7,660 
25,  454 


7,470 


369, 875 
21,900 


5,  763 


700 

162,910 


4, 200 

"loo' 


5, 945 
765 
112,634 
13,600 
1,557 
25, 827 
6,  250 


3,  500 
7, 100 


47, 350 
7,374 
667, 708 
91,895 
15, 605 
111,537 
100,  500 
108, 850 


13,  600 


79,366 


57, 592 


41, 712 


100 
3, 100 


4,962 

1,000 


135,392 
2, 250 
21,  523 
5,200 


9,910 
67, 739 


18,  230 
37,  450 
5,200 


3,400 
228, 730 
2, 050 
48,  092 
113,400 
16,900 


10,228 


114,290 


11,  550 
5,100 


23, 300 
'213, '091' 


372,  546 


586, 267 


355,  756 


2, 388, 176 


7.0 


11.0 


6.7 


45.0 


Thousand 
dollar 
equivalents 
19, 350 
16, 612 
33, 873 
8, 150 
5,640 
14,620 
14,050 
18, 360 
2,570 
16, 116 
46,  451i 
1,  200' 
25,  235 
2,131 
194,986 
36,905 
9,521 
26,990 

46. 150 
40, 650 
34,590 

7,500 
275 
82, 808 
750 
10, 695 

5.100 
365, 300 

3,700 
217, 490 
2,550 
98, 204 
47,950 

6. 100 

48. 150 
11,550 

5,172 
81, 149 


/ 


1, 608, 593 


30.3 


1  Amounts  shown  are  subject  to  adjustment  when  actual  commodity  purchases  and  currency  allocations!/ 
have  been  made. 


2  Agreements  provide  that  a  specific  amount  of  foreign  currency  proceeds  may  be  used  under  various 
U.S.  use  categories,  including  currency  uses  which  are  limited  to  amounts  as  may  be  specified  in  appropria¬ 
tion  acts.  Includes  are  uses  specified  under  subsections  104  (a),  (b),  (f),  (h),  (i),  (j),  (k),  (1),  (m),  (n),  (o), 
(P)»  (q),  (r),  and  sometimes  (d)  insofar  as  specified  in  agreements. 

3  Includes  only  the  amounts  to  be  financed  during  the  1st  year  of  the  4-year  agreement  signed  May  4, 1960. 

*  Amounts  shown  in  this  column  may  differ  from  amounts  on  table  I,  which  reflects  purchase  authoriza¬ 
tion  transactions. 
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Table  II.— Status  of  foreign  currencies  under  title  I,  Public  Law  480 


Country 

Agreement 
amounts 
through 
Dec.  31, 
1960 

Allocations 
by  Budget 
Bureau 
through 
Sept.  30, 
1960 

Collections 
through 
Sept.  30, 
1960 

Disburse¬ 
ments  by 
agencies 
through 
Sept.  30, 
1960 

Million 

dollars 

equivalent 

64.1 

Million 

dollars 

equivalent 

33.4 

Million 

dollars 

equivalent 

30.  6 

MiUion 

dollars 

equivalent 

11.1 

42.9 

40.1 

40.1 

30.1 

214.  4 

155.2 

157.0 

68.6 

40.  7 

36.8 

36.7 

6. 1 

26.1 

16.4 

17.1 

6.5 

Chile  _ 

71.9 

38.8 

38.9 

32.6 

China  (Taiwan) _ _ 

55.5 

35.1 

39.5 

23.2 

70.9 

46.0 

43.2 

23.8 

10.9 

8.4 

8.  4 

6.8 

Finland _ 

44.  7 

48.7 

38.4 

24.8 

60.4 

33.4 

31.9 

17.7 

1.2 

1.2 

1.2 

i.i 

86.0 

69.5 

69.9 

57.4 

.Iceland _ _ 

10.3 

7.7 

8.3 

6.0 

1,345.2 

164.3 

821.5 

877.6 

143.5 

Indonesia.. _ _ 

121.2 

132.7 

15.8 

32.4 

12.5 

12.4 

10.9 

Israel _ _ _ _ _ _ 

168.6 

144.7 

151.7 

95.8 

152.9 

143.3 

144.2 

109.8 

150.8 

141.4 

146.4 

133.0 

201.0 

160.9 

154.3 

144.1 

28.2 

25.2 

25.2 

17.1 

Netherlands _ _ _ _ 

.3 

.3 

.3 

1.5 

396. 9 

246. 1 

300.9 

154.6 

3.0 

2.9 

2.9 

2.4 

37.3 

25.1 

25.2 

19.1 

Philippines _ _ _  _ 

14.  4 

13.0 

13.8 

10.4 

365.3 

38.9 

236.0 

1.0 

Portugal _ 

7.1 

7.1 

7.1 

5.2 

456.1 

363.6 

395.5 

188.1 

Thailand _ _ _ _ _ 

4.6 

4.3 

4.3 

3.2 

232.3 

198.5 

206.0 

110.3 

U.A.R.  (Egypt)  _ 

198.8 

112.4 

126.5 

22.9 

TJ.A.R.  (Syria)  _ 

28.2 

7.7 

9.2 

.2 

United  Kingdom _ _ _ _ 

48.2 

43.8 

48.5 

21.7 

46.4 

33.9 

34.7 

6.4 

20.5 

10.4 

8.2 

3.6 

408.5 

358.9 

388.6 

179.9 

Total _ _ _ _ 

5,311.3 

3, 608. 3 

4,013.4 

1,715.3 

1  Disbursements  exceed  collections  because  of  conversions  from  other  currencies, 
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Table  III. — Status  of  foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480  as  of  Sept.  SO,  1960 


Uses  as  specified  in  sec.  104,  Public  Law  480 

Allocation 
by  Bureau 
of  Budget 

Transfers  to 
agency 
accounts 

Disburse¬ 
ments  by 
agency 

Million 

Million 

Million 

dollars 

dollars 

dollars 

104(c)  common  defense . . . . . 

equivalent 

equivalent 

equivalent 

317.8 

299.0 

268. 2 
79.0 

104(e)  grants  for  economic  development . . 

349.6 

219.3 

104(e)  loans  to  private  enterprise . . 

255.0 

206.9 

35.4 

104(g)  loans  to  foreign  governments. . . 

1, 739. 7 

1,566.7 

885.1 

U.S.  uses: 

Treasury:  104(f)  payment  of  U.S.  obligations _ _ 

584.2 

550.5 

313.7 

Agriculture:  104(a)  agricultural  market  development, 
104 (k)  scientific  activities,  104(m)  agricultural  fairs _ 

105.7 

67.8 

20.5 

International  Cooperation  Administration:  104(d)  pur¬ 
chase  of  goods  for  other  countries . . 

63.9 

51.3 

30.8 

Defense:  Military  family  housing  i . . 

101.5 

105.6 

65.0 

104  (h)  and  (j)  international  educational  exchange  and 
American-sponsored  schools  and  centers _ 

63.8 

53.3 

14.5 

104(1)  buildings  for  U.S.  Government  use _ _ 

5.2 

.  5 

U.S.  Information  Agency:  104  (i)  and  (j)  translation  of 
books  and  periodicals  and  American-sponsored  centers.. 

15.1 

12.1 

3.1 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  104(k)  scientific  activi¬ 
ties _  _  .  . . 

5.2 

3 

National  Science  Foundation:  104(k)  scientific  activities.. 

1.6 

i.i 

,6{ 

Total . . . . . . . . 

3,608.3 

3, 134. 4 

2 1, 715. 9 

1  Includes  small  amount  for  other  104(f)  uses.  Defense  also  uses  currencies  for  104(k)  scientific  activities, 
totaling  less  than  $50,000  through  Sept.  30,  1960. 

2  Includes  $720,000  disbursed  in  nontitle  I  countries. 


Senator  Johnston.  Do  you  have  any  other  questions? 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  No.  That  is  all.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Johnston.  We  certainly  thank  you  for  coming  before  us 
this  morning  and  giving  us  this  information. 

I  am  glad  to  know  we  are  expediting  the  disposal  of  the  commodities 
that  are  in  surplus  at  this  time.  However,  I  believe  in  surpluses.  I 
think  we  ought  to  thank  God  for  our  surpluses. 

If  we  were  like  some  countries  that  didn’t  have  any  surpluses  then 
we  would  realize  how  thankful  we  ought  to  be. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  We  do  have  some  decided  sur¬ 
pluses.  The  situation  would  be  far  worse  if  it  had  not  been  for  this 
Public  Law  480  program  though. 

Senator  Johnston.  Oh,  yes. 

Senator  Y  oung  of  North  Dakota.  It  would  have  really  been  im¬ 
possible.  | 

Mr.  Tetro.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Senator  Johnston.  The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Homer  L.  Brinkley, 
executive  vice  president  of  the  National  Council  of  Farmer  Coopera¬ 
tives. 

We  are  glad  to  have  you  with  us. 

STATEMENT  OF  HOMER  I.  BRINKLEY,  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESI¬ 
DENT,  NATIONAL  COUNCIL  OF  FARMER  COOPERATIVES 

Mr  Brustkley.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Senator  Young,  it  is  a  pleasure 
to,  be  here  to  discuss  with  you  some  of  the  things  that  we  have  in 
mind  with  respect  to  this  program.  To  begin  with,  I  would  like  to 
quote  the  following  policy  statement  or  resolution  that  was  adopted 
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by  the  members  of  our  organization  at  our  annual  meeting  in  1959 
which  is  currently  in  effect: 

The  National  Council  of  Farmer  Cooperatives  will  support  and  seek  legisla¬ 
tion  extending  Public  Law  480  with  sufficient  funds  provided  to  do  an  adequate 
job  of  moving  U.S.  agricultural  commodities  and  effectively  implementing  the 
objectives  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act. 

We  wish  to  state  our  support  of  S.  1027  which  will  authorize  addi¬ 
tional  funds  for  the  continuance  of  the  effective  Public  Law  480  pro¬ 
gram  during  the  balance  of  1961. 

In  our  opinion  the  act  has — 

1.  Promoted  economic  development  in  underdeveloped  coun¬ 
tries  by  increasing  payrolls  and  purchasing  power,  diversifica¬ 
tion,  and  economic  balance. 

2.  Conserved  dollar  exchange  both  here  and  abroad  for  indus¬ 
trial  purposes  and  other  uses. 

3.  Converted  abundant  agricultural  resources  into  an  American 
asset  in  international  economic  and  political  relations. 

4.  Accustomed  the  people  of  contracting  countries  to  a  higher 
standard  of  living  and,  if  this  is  continued,  will  develop  a  per¬ 
manent  effective  demand  for  more  food  and  fiber  products, 
hence  contribute  to  market  development 

5.  Promoted  a  greater  appreciation  of  the  desirability  of 
currency  convertibility  as  an  effective  instrument  of  expanding 
world  trade. 

6.  Contributed  materially  to  relief  activities  of  private  organ¬ 
izations  which  devote  voluntary  efforts  to  decentralized  distribu¬ 
tion  of  foodstuffs. 

7.  Spurred  private  export  of  farm  products. 

These  are  notable  achievements,  and  we  submit  that  if  conditions 
in  recipient  countries  are  such  as  to  indicate  the  possibility  ol  reason¬ 
able  expansion  from  time  to  time,  the  possibility  of  the  attainment 
of  desired  long-term  objectives  should  be  given  great  weight. 

In  view  of  these  accomplishments,  and  taking  into  account  the 
fact  that  agricultural  producers  have  not  yet  attained  the  organiza¬ 
tional  structure,  financial  strength,  and  necessary  authority  to  adapt 
production  and  distribution  to  effective  domestic  and  foreign  demand, 
we  must  continue  to  rely  upon  the  programs  developed  under  Public 
Law  480 . 

A  corollary  fact  is  that  new  social  and  economic  problems  m  many 
of  the  underdeveloped  areas  of  the  world  have  served  to  intensify 
the  need  for  bringing  to  bear  upon  these  problems  a  continuing  effort 
on  the  part  of  the  developed  areas  of  the  world,  including  the  United 
States,  to  help  promote  sound  and  balanced  economic  development. 

We  have  consistently  held  the  view  that  much  oi  our  own  aid 
program  should  be  based  upon  more  effective  use  ol  our  agricultural 
abundance  rather  than  continued  grants  of  money.  In  fact,  we  have 
recently  realized  that  there  are  quite  definite  limits  to  the  extent  to 
which  we  could  rely  upon  the  latter  type  of  aid  as  has  been  evidenced 
by  the  disturbing  impairment  of  our  exchange  balances. 

This  alone  would  seem  to  be  sufficient  evidence  that  the  title  I 
activities  under  Public  Law  480  might  be  relied  upon  to  a  greater 
extent  than  has  been  contemplated,  and  we  would  judge  that  this 
fact,  together  with  the  apparent  growing  desire  for  our  agriculture 
products,  are  primary  forces  in  the  need  for  an  expansion  of  the  lunds 
which  are  desired  for  the  balance  of  1961. 
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It  is  our  view  that  Public  Law  480  has  been  one  of  the  most  practical 
and  constructive  efforts  put  forward  by  our  Government  to  thaw  the 
postwar  frozen  foreign  exchange  situation  and  stimulate  foreign  trade 
generally  around  the  world. 

We  believe  that  our  stocks  of  commodities  can  be  an  even  more 
potent  force  for  balanced  economic  development  in  the  underde¬ 
veloped  countries  by  providing  that  greater  care  be  taken  to  see  that 
we  move  as  rapidly  as  possible  to  a  policy  of  using  the  accumulation  of 
foreign  currencies  on  a  loan  rather  than  a  grant  basis  to  the  countries 
of  origin,  and  that  these  loans  be  more  precisely  directed  into  use  for 
capital  formation  for  private  industrial  development,  and  for  public 
works  such  as  schools,  roads,  power,  and  other  facilities  necessary  for 
such  balanced  economic  development  but  which  do  not  attract  private 
capital  investment. 

We  would  point  out,  too,  that  one  of  the  important  effects  of  the  use 
of  our  foodstuffs  and  fibers  as  a  basic  element  in  this  type  of  develop¬ 
ment  is  that  it  can  enable  cooperating  countries  to  control  inflation 
in  a  period  of  accelerated  economic  activities  and  expansion,  particu¬ 
larly  in  consumer  prices  for  basic  food  and  fiber.  This  is  essential  in 
those  areas  where  these  basic  items  require  such  a  large  percentage 
of  the  earning  power  of  the  bulk  of  the  population. 

We  suggest  further  that  greater  emphasis  be  placed  on  availability 
of  currencies  for  market  promotion  and  development  work,  not  only 
in  the  underdeveloped  but  developed  areas. 

Much  valuable  experience  is  being  gained  in  this  field,  and  such 
work  will  prove  to  be  our  best  argument  against  state  trading  and 
government-to-government  transactions  in  the  years  ahead.  The 
underdeveloped  countries  of  the  world  will  be  our  great  markets  of 
the  future,  and  we  should  help  them  reach  this  status  as  rapidly  as 
possible,  not  only  for  their  good,  but  for  ours. 

We  suggest  also  that  increasing  emphasis  be  placed  on  the  greater 
use  of  local  currencies  for  both  short-  and  long-term  loans  rather  than 
giants,  and  that  they  be  directed  to  specific  and  agreed  economic 
development  purposes  of  both  short-  and  long-term  nature. 

We  propose,  too,  that  continued  action  be  directed  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  currency  convertibility,  which  is  such  a  vital  component  in 
the  maximum  use  of  the  trade  promotion  and  market  development 
programs  and  in  expanding  world  trade. 

Our  agricultural  attaches  are  the  focal  points  abroad  of  not  only 
our  title  I  operations,  but  our  dollar  market  developments.  Dollar 
markets  must  be  our  primary  objective,  and  Public  Law  480  opera- 
tions  should  be  directed  to  this  goal  to  the  maximum  extent  possible. 

He  should  be  seeking  Ways  and  means  of  strengthening  the  status 
and  effectiveness  of  our  agricultural  attaches  in  order  that  they  may 
best  serve  not  only  the  immediate  purposes  of  Public  Law  480  but 
the  long-range  development  of  private  trade  for  dollars, 
furthermore,  we  would  place  maximum  emphasis  on  the  USDA 
lough  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  and  otherwise,  being  recog¬ 
nized  as  the  Government  agency  with  prime  responsibility  and  com¬ 
petence  in  the  major  task  of  achieving  the  goals  of  agriculture  in 

loicign  trade  and  m  the  formulation  of  a  sound  and  workable  economic 
policy. 

That  concludes  my  prepared  statement,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Johnston.  I  notice  you  have  seven  things  that  you  have 
set  out  here.  J 


SALE  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 


21 


Mr.  Brinkley.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Johnston.  I  would  like  for  you  to  expand  on  them  a  little 

more.  . 

Now,  I  notice  No.  1  here  is  “Promoted  Economic  Development  in 
Underdeveloped  Countries  by  Increasing  Payrolls  and  Purchasing 
Power,  Diversification,  and  Economic  Balance.” 

Just  how  did  this  program  bring  that  about?  I  am  just  asking  these 
questions  for  the  record.  .  .  . 

Mr.  Brinkley.  Well,  that  is  a  very  broad  area  of  economic  activity. 

I  think  that  a  narrow  interpretation  of  Public  Law  480  would  say  that 
we  merely  want  to  get  rid  of  surpluses  and  I  would  question  whether 
such  an  area  of  interpretation  could  win  support  of  a  term  ot  years 
and  be  the  effective  instrument  of  foreign  economic  policy  that  it  has 
been  and  can  be  if  it  were  just  directed  to  that  particular  purpose.  _ 

It  must  have  an  end  purpose.  I  think  that  end  purpose  is  in  this 
area  of  promoting  balanced  economic  development  in  these  under¬ 
developed  countries  and  by  increasing  jobs,  earning  opportunities, 
diversification,  and  economic  balance. 

So  many  of  the  economically  underdeveloped  countries  of  the  world 
are  what  I  call  one-crop  countries.  Many  ot  them  are  actually 
dependent  on  one  crop  and  usually  it  is  a  raw  material  that  fluctuates 
up  and  down  with  the  demand  situation  and  with  the  prices  ot  com¬ 
peting  commodities  and  so  on. 

So  there  is  a  very  serious  need.  If  these  underdeveloped  countries 
are  ever  to  be  brought  up  to  a  basis  where  they  can  be  the  great 
markets  of  the  future,  as  I  envision  them,  they  must  be  helped  in 
many  ways  to  develop  a  balanced  economy. 

I  don’t  mean  by  that  that  Cambodia  should  develop  steel  mills, 
but  they  ought  to  be  building  bicycles  and  doing  other  things  that  the 
people  can  provide  for  themselves. 

I  think  the  currencies  and  the  commodities  themselves  properly 
used  under  Public  Law  480  can  be  the  foundation  lor  that  kind  ol 
economic  development. 

It  is  slow  but  it  is  certainly  sound. 

Senator  Johnston.  Don’t  we  have  another  fund  that  goes  into  that 
field  more  fully? 

Mr.  Brinkley.  Yes,  sir.  There  are  other  lunds. 

Senator  Johnston.  Other  governments  go  in  together  with  us  on 
the  program.  That  is  what  I  was  thinking.  They  kind  ol  enter  into 
another  field  there  though. 

Mr.  Brinkley.  Yes;  there  are  many  others.  I  tried  to  coniine  it 
merely  to  Public  Law  480. 

Senator  Johnston.  I  see.  .  ,  ,  ,  .  .  , 

Mr.  Brinkley.  It  would  seem  to  me  that,  with  the  knowledge  and 
experience  that  has  been  gained  through  the  administration  of  Public 
Law  480,  our  agricultural  commodities  themselves  might  be  put  to 
very  much  better  and  more  constructive  use  in  connection  with  some 
of  these  other  programs  and  in  connection  with  similar  operations  by 

other  governments.  .  .. 

I  think  that  we  must  bring  other  governments  into  this  world 
problem  of  bringing  about  a  balanced  development  ol  underdeveloped 

countries.  .  ,  .  .  ,  ,  ,  ,  , 

Senator  Johnston.  I  agree  with  you  that  probably  we  ought  not  to 
look  at  it  with  a  view  of  just  getting  rid  of  our  surpluses,  but  that  is 
one  of  the  main  things,  I  think,  that  we  were  driving  at  under  480. 
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If  we  didn’t  have  the  surpluses,  of  course,  we  would  not  have  the 
problem  of  their  disposal. 

Mr.  Brinkley.  Of  course;  yes. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  was 
probably  the  major  objective,  when  the  bill  was  first  enacted  by  the 
Congress,  but  it  has  become  more  and  more  a  part  of  our  foreign-aid 
program  and  foreign  policy,  and  I  think  rightfully  so. 

Senator  Johnston.  I  agree  with  you  there.  I  have  been  against 
foreign  aid  as  foreign  aid  because  I  think  it  has  been  misused  and  it  has 
given  us  more  headaches  than  anything  else,  but  the  480  program 
is  all  right,  I  think. 

We  could  do  more  in  this  field  and  less  in  the  other  in  my  opinion, 
and  it  would  be  better. 

Mr.  Brinkley.  I  think  that  is  the  point  that  I  would  like  to  convey, 
Mr.  Chairman,  because  more  effective  use  of  these  commodities  rather 
than  dollar  grants  and  dollar  loans  would  more  nearly  meet  the  actual 
needs  of  the  great  mass  of  people  in  these  countries  than  some  of  the 
programs  that  we  do  have. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  India  is  a  good  example.  The 
food  we  have  given  to  India  has  done  more  toward  making  them  better 
friends  of  ours  than  anything  we  could  have  done. 

Mr.  Brinkley.  Yes. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  I  think  it  has  helped  a  lot  with 
Yugoslavia. 

Senator  Johnston.  I  think  when  a  man  is  hungry  and  he  gets  fed, 
he  is  going  to  remember  that.  But  if  you  pour  in  money  to  a  country 
and  pour  it  in  the  top  before  he  gets  it,  he  doesn’t  know  where  it  is 
coming  from  and  I  do  not  think  it  does  too  much  good. 

Senator  A  oung  of  North  Dakota.  I  have  noticed  in  my  many 
travels  in  various  parts  of  the  world  that  people  everywhere  when 
they  find  out  that  you  are  a  Member  of  Congress  will  thank  vou  for 
the  food  we  made  available  to  them. 

This  is  the  average  person  you  see  in  the  store  and  on  the  street 
but  1  have  yet  to  hear  one  of  them  thank  us  for  all  of  the  billions  that 
we  gave  them  in  cash.  Our  foreign-aid  program  has  helped  them  a 
great  deal,  I  am  sure,  but  the  average  person  does  not  understand 
that  program  as  well  as  when  they  get  some  food. 

Mr.  Brinkley.  I  think  that  is  entirely  correct,  Senator. 

Senator  Johnston.  I  think  you  see  by  our  questions  and  by  what 
we  have  had  to  say  that  we  approve  of  the  480  program. 

I  think  that  if  we  are  going  to  have  relief,  this  is  the  kind  of  relief 
that  we  ought  to  have  as  much  as  possible. 

Air.  Brjnkley.  I  think  we  should  use  effectively  those  things  in 
which  we  have  proved  to  be  very  good,  and  one  of  them  is  agricultural 
production.  It  is  the  most  efficient  and  productive  system  of  a°ri- 
culture  that  the  world  has  ever  seen. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  Do  vou  have  anvthing  more? 

Mr.  Brinkley.  No;  that  is  all  I  have. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Senator  A  oung  of  North  Dakota.  Your  testimony,  Mr  Brinklev 
was  up  to  your  usual  good  standards.  ’ 

Mr.  Brinkley.  Thank  3rou,  sir. 

Senator  J  oung  of  North  Dakota.  The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Reuben 
L.  Johnson. 
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STATEMENT  OF  REUBEN  L.  JOHNSON,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR, 
DIVISION  OF  LEGISLATIVE  SERVICES,  NATIONAL  FARMERS 
UNION 


Mr.  Johnson.  I  appreciate  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  appear  before  this  subcommittee.  We  have  appeared  here 
on  a  number  of  occasions  in  the  past  years  in  support  of  the  Public 
Law  480  program. 

The  need  for  additional  funds  at  this  time  has  been  clearly  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  testimony  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  before  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee  last  week  and  before  this  committee 
today. 

We  support  the  increase  in  funds  provided  in  S.  1027  and  urge 
prompt  action  in  order  that  title  I  agreements  in  process  of  negotiation 
will  not  be  unduly  delayed. 

We  are  in  complete  agreement  with  the  objective  of  the  President 
in  making  Public  Law  480  an  important  arm  of  t lie  lood  for  peace 
program.  We  will  appear  later  before  the  committee  to  express  in 
greater  detail  the  views  expressed  b}T  delegates  to  our  convention  last 
week  here  in  Washington. 

We  would  like  for  the  record  on  S.  1027  to  show,  however,  that  we 
strongly  believe  that  farmers  in  the  United  States  are  rendering  a 
distinct  service  to  our  Government  in  being  able  to  produce  food  iind 
fiber  essential  to  other  areas  where  the  battle  lor  democracy  is  being 
fought. 

We  are  gratified  that  we  now  have  a  positive  policy  to  use  food  and 
fiber  to  combat  malnutrition  and  hunger  and  to  promote  economic 
development.  Farmers  have  always  recognized  our  food  and  fiber 
stocks  as  a  national  asset.  But  at  the  same  time  they  have  not  been 
happy  with  past  conditions  under  which  total  farm  exports  have 
increased  while  net  farm  income  declined. 

Farmers  want  to  produce  the  food  and  fiber  needed  to  fill  oversea 
commercial  markets  and  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  developing  nations 
but  not  at  the  sacrifice  of  the  income  they  need  for  an  American 
standard  of  living.  Accordingly,  we  continue  to  support  the  Presi¬ 
dent  in  his  stated  intention  of  holding  a  world  food  conference  pat¬ 
terned  after  the  Hot  Springs,  Va.,  conference  of  1942. 

It  would  be  our  hope  that  this  conference  could  consider  an  inter¬ 
national  food  policy. 

Such  a  policy  among  nations  with  food  and  fiber  stocks  and  those 
in  need  of  food  and  fiber  stocks  would  be  most  Helpful,  we  believe,  in 
assuring  farmers  in  major  agricultural  producing  countries  that  food 
going  into  government-sponsored  programs  to  assist  developing 
nations  would  be  programed  only  after  consideration  of  what  consti¬ 
tutes  a  fair  return  to  farmers. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  I  agree  with  you  that  this  is  a 
good  program,  but  I  think  you  will  agree  with  me  that  it  would  be 
more  desirable  if  we  could  charge  the  cost  of,  at  least,  this  part  of  it 
which  has  become  part  of  our  foreign  policy,  to  some  other  department 
of  the  Government  rather  than  agriculture. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that  we  are  very  pleased 
with  the  attitude  and  work  that  your  committee  has  displayed  in 
support  of  this  program.  I  will  certainly  support  the  point  that  you 
just  made. 


24 


SALE  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 


Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  Well,  we  on  this  committee,  and 
on  the  Appropriations  Committee,  have  been  trying  to  work  out  some 
method  whereby  the  cost  of  all  of  this  program  would  not  be  charged 
as  a  subsidy  to  farmers.  The  cost  of  this  appears  in  the  total  budget 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  average  person,  reading 
that,  thinks  that  the  farmers  are  actually  getting  a  check  for  it. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  reimbursed  for  a  part  of  it, 
but  when  you  ask  for  this  budget  now,  this  will  be  charged  as  a  part 
of  the  agriculture  program  as  a  subsidy  to  agriculture. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Senator,  if  agricultural  net  income  had  actually 
increased,  while  this  program  was  in  effect,  perhaps  it  would  be  correct 
to  say  that  it  was  a  subsidy  to  agriculture. 

But,  if  you  look  back  over  the  historical  profile  you  will  see  that 
the  total  net  export  of  farm  commodities  has  very  little  positive  effect 
in  raising  total  net  farm  income. 

Now  it  would  be  fair  also,  on  the  other  side  of  this  question,  to  ask: 
Just  where  would  farm  income  have  been  if  we  had  not  had  a  program 
like  this?  We  in  the  Farmers  Union  are  inclined  to  look  more  and 
more  at  where  we  are  going  and  what  our  objectives  are.  We  feel 
that  to  continue  to  produce,  on  a  rather  haphazard  basis,  commodities 
which  are  stored  and  then  ultimately  used  in  support  of  our  total 
Nation’s  foreign  policy  effort,  is  not  the  most  ideal  way,  from  the 
standpoint  of  giving  fair  income  to  producers,  to  conduct  this  kind 
of  program.  And  that  is  essentially  what  we  have  been  doing. 

1  just  mention  this  because  I  think  it  is  a  matter  that  needs  to  be 
studied,  and  if  we  are  going  to  need  this  food  over  a  very  long  period 
of  time,  as  it  appears  that  we  will,  then  we  ought  to  try  to  get  some¬ 
thing  worked  out  so  that  the  cost  will  be  charged  against  the  proper 
program.  At  the  same  time  we  should  try  to  develop  a  program 
whereby  the  Government  will  guide  the  farmer  as  to  the  proper  level 
of  production  and  assure  him  of  a  fair  return. 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  I  think  if  we,  as  a  nation,  only 
had  guns  and  dollars  to  export  to  other  nations  of  the  world  and  no 
food,  our  standing  in  the  world  would  be  far  less  than  it  is  today. 

I  think  that  the  critical  situation  in  Laos  today  is  a  good  example. 
Here  is  a  country  that  does  not  need  food.  We  have  been  giving 
them  an  awful  lot  of  money,  perhaps  more  per  capita  than  any  other 
nation  in  the  world,  and  we  have  been  giving  them  guns  and  ammuni¬ 
tion  but  we  don’t  have  too  many  real  friends  there. 

If  this  was  a  country  that  was  in  need  of  food  I  think  we  would  be 
able  to  influence  them  much  more. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Well,  I  think  that  we  need  to  place  much  greater 
emphasis  on  the  fact  that  our  food  is  an  asset  in  our  total  effort  in 
this  area. 

I  believe  that  the  support  which  Congress  is  now  giving  to  this 
program  is  evidence  of  the  fact  that  the  public  generally  understands 
the  great  contribution  that  our  agricultural  abundance  is  making 
toward  our  effort  in  other  parts  of  the  world  to  help  developing 
democratic  governments,  to  preserve  the  dignity  of  the  individual, 
and  to  maintain  existing  democratic  institutions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  another  subject  which  is  extraneous  to  the  one 
which  we  are  discussing: 

I  would  like  to  commend  this  committee  for  the  very  fine  contribu¬ 
tion  made  in  assuring  the  enactment  of  the  new  feed  grains  program 
which  the  Secretary  and  his  staff  are  explaining  in  the  field  this  week. 
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This  committee  worked  diligently  and  we  appreciate  very  much  the 
product  which  resulted  from  your  efforts. 

Senator  Johnston.  Are  there  any  other  questions? 

Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota.  I  have  nothing. 

Senator  Johnston.  We  have  a  statement  here  to  file  from  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  from  Mr.  John  C.  Lynn,  legisla¬ 
tive  director.  I  ask  that  this  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

(The  letter  referred  to  follows:) 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  2^,  1961. 

Hon.  Olin  D.  Johnston,  ,  „  ,  ..  ,  e.  , 

Chairman,  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Production,  Marketing,  and  Stabil¬ 
ization  of  Prices,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  administration  has  requested  in  S.  1027  an  addi¬ 
tional  authority  of  $2  billion  for  foreign  currency  sales  during  the  remainder  of 
calendar  year  1961  under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480,  the  Agricultural  Trade  De¬ 
velopment  and  Assistance  Act.  We  understand  that  all  the  authority  for  title  1 
sales  has  been  committed,  and  the  administration  now  feels  that  this  increased 
authorization  is  necessary  if  the  surplus  disposal  program  is  to  be  continued. 

Farm  Bureau  policies  for  1961  state: 

“We  should  continue  to  use  our  surpluses  in  a  constructive  manner,  moving 
them  into  consumption  through  Public  Law  480  where  nations  are  unable  to  pay 
in  dollars.  This  must  be  done  with  proper  safeguards,  making  use  of  private 
trade  channels  wherever  possible.”  . 

Since  enactment  of  Public  Law  480  in  1954,  the  United  States  has  signed  agree¬ 
ments  to  export  tremendous  quantities  of  agricultural  surpluses  to  various  foreign 
countries  Through  foreign  currency  sales,  grants,  and  barter,  we  have  moved 
over  SI  2  billion  worth  of  surpluses.  Title  I  foreign  currency  sales  have  accounted 
for  about  $9  billion  worth  of  commodities.  Despite  the  magnitude  of  these  foreign 
movements,  apparently  plans  are  being  made  to  expand  the  present  rate  of  Govern¬ 
ment  programing  Such  a  decision  carries  with  it  a  serious  responsibility  not  to 
disrupt  the  commercial  markets  of  friendly  foreign  nations  who  also  produce  for 
the  world  market  and  not  to  displace  our  own  commercial  sales.  If  this  program 
is  carried  forward,  increased  vigilance  is  mandatory  if  we  are  not  to  be  accused 
of  irresponsible  dumping  and  indeed,  be  guilty  of  such  a  breach. 

We  understand  that  the  intention  is  to  enter  into  additional  multiyear  pro¬ 
grams  and  that  negotiations  for  such  agreements  are  now  underway  with  Pakistan 
and  Brazil.  Of  course,  current  authority  is  necessary  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
even  though  shipments  may  come  3  or  4  years  hence.  Three-  and  four-year 
agreements  with  countries  capable  and  desirous  of  using  substantial  quantities 
of  our  agricultural  surpluses  are  sound  in  principle  and  may  prove  beneficial  it 
they  are  carefully  administered.  However,  extreme  care  is  essential,  especially 
with  countries  such  as  Brazil,  to  insure  that  we  do  not  seriously  curtail  our 
opportunity  to  export  for  dollars.  ,  01 

Authority  under  titles  I  and  II  of  Public  Law  480  will  expire  December  31, 
1961  We'understand  the  administration  plans  to  request  extension  and  changes 
in  this  authority.  Farm  Bureau  will  want  an  adequate  opportunity  to  present 
its  policies  and  recommendations  when  such  legislation  is  considered,  bince  such 
legislation  will  undoubtedly  be  considered  before  the  end  of  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress,  we  would  earnestly  recommend  that  any  additional  authorization  provided 

in  S.’l 027  would  be  subject  to  review  at  that  time.  ,  , 

We  respectfully  request  that  this  letter  be  made  a  part  of  the  hearing  record. 

Sin0erely’  John  C.  Lynn, 

Legislative  Director,  American  Farm  Bureau  F ederation . 


Senator  Johnston.  I  certainly  thank  you  for  coming  before  us. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Johnston.  I  notice  we  have  another  witness  here.  Gen¬ 
erally  it  is  an  organization  or  someone  to  speak  for  them  who  appears, 
but  Air.  David  Whatley  is  here  and  he  says  he  wanted  to  make  a 
statement. 

Do  you  represent  yourself? 
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STATEMENT  OF  DAVID  WHATLEY,  BETHESDA,  MD. 

Mr.  Whatley.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know,  I  represent  no  organi¬ 
zation,  and  receive  no  remuneration  for  my  work  on  legislation. 

I  have  studied  this  program  and  have  advocated  various  changes  in 
it  since  it  was  first  considered  by  the  Congress,  most  of  which  changes 
I  am  happy  to  say  the- Congress,  has  adopted  in  enacting  and  amending 
Public  Law  480. 

I  endorse  the  pending  bill,  and  propose  an  amendment. 

I  call  your  attention,  however,  to  a  grave  impediment  in  the  present 
law  resulting  from  an  amendment  adopted  by  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  considering  Public  Law  86-341,  in  1959,  which  was  the  last 
amendment  to  title  I  of  Public  Law  480. 

That  conference,  attended  by  both  yourself,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
Senator  Young,  as  you  may  recall,  dragged  on  for  several  sessions. 
At  the  last  of  these  sessions  there  was  added  a  restriction  which  has 
effected  a  result  that  was  not,  I  am  satisfied,  intended  by  any  of  the 
conferees,  because  it  went  counter  to  the  sentiment  expressed  by  the 
Congress  in  the  previous  year  in  its  unanimous  adoption  of  a  directive 
included  in  the  conference  report  of  1958,  that  more  foreign  currency 
generated  under  title  I  should  be  used  to  promote  “the  development  of 
human  resources,”  particularly  programs  of  health  and  education. 

.  This  restriction,  imposed  in  the  1959  act  and  effective  only  at  the 
beginning  of  this  fiscal  year,  has  reversed  the  mandate  that'  the  use 
of  title  I  currencies  allocated  to  the  recipient  countries  for  health  and 
education  programs  should  be  facilitated  by  grants  rather  than  loans, 
when  necessary — enunciated  in  a  unanimous  vote  of  the  Conferees  in 
the  conference  report  of  1958 — and  has  in  this  fiscal  year,  for  the  first 
time,  practically  prohibited  the  use  of  these  currencies  which  are 
allocated  to  the  foreign  countries,  the  beneficiary  countries,  for  their 
own  health  and  education  programs. 

This  is  an  obscure  matter  but  it  is  so  important  I  feel  constrained 
to  call  it  to  your  attention.  I  regret  exceedingly  that  I  am  the  only 
witness  to  propose  any  amendments  to  the  bill.  I  regret  to  impair 
this  unanimity  that  exists  on  the  policy  of  the  executive  branch  that 
there  should  be  no  amendments  offered  to  this  bill. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  this  amendment  is  not  adopted  to  this  bill 
and  deferred  for  later  enactment,  in  the  months  that  will  elapse,  a 
great  many  people  will  die  of  malaria,  particularly,  that  would  not 
die  of  it.  There  is  an  extreme  need  for  these  Public  Law  480  cur¬ 
rencies  in  health  programs,  particularly  the  program  of  malaria 
eradication,  particularly  in  India,  Indonesia,  Brazil  and  many  of  the 
South  American  countries  that  do  not  have  adequate  counterpart 
funds  but  have  only  Public  Law  480  funds,  and  are  either  in  the  middle 
of  the  malaria  eradication  program  or,  like  Pakistan,  are  about  to 
embark  upon  it. 

If  this  amendment  were  deferred  for  another  6  months,  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  people  will  unnecessarily  die  of  malaria  for  the  very 
simple  reason  that  the  program  of  full  eradication  in  some  countries 
would  be  deferred  that  long. 

As  you  know,  the  mutual  security  program  carries  funds  for  the 
dollars  required  for  the  U.S.  contribution  to  this  great  program,  a 
small  amount,  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  mutual  security  bill, 
and  it  cost  the  United  States  less  than  10  cents  per  capita  in  most 
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of  the  countries  where  the  program  is  being  expanded.  Local  costs 
afe  usually  borne  by  the  recipient  country. 

But  in  several  countries  that  have  Public  Law  480  currencies,  it  is 
absolutely  financially  and  fiscally  impossible  for  those  countries  to 
proceed  with  the  program  without  this  amendment. 

Therefore,  I  appeal  to  you  for  the  people  who  will  undoubtedly  die 
otherwise,  that  you  rectify  the  error  that  the  conferees  made  in  1959. 

In  1958,  after  I  testified  before  this  committee  and  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  House  committee  adopted  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  sought  to  facilitate  the  Use  of  these  currencies  for  health 
and  education  programs  and  used  the  language  that  I  had  proposed, 
“The  development  of  human  resources  and  skills.” 

This  amendment  was  revised  because  it  was  subject  to  a  point  of 
order  and  deleted  from  the  bill  in  conference,  but  the  conference 


report  stated: 

The  committee  of  conference  was  in  complete  agreement  on  the  objectives  of 
this  section  (malaria  eradication,  public  health,  and  related  uses),  and  emphasizes 
its  view  that  more  liberal  use  should  be  made  of  the  authority  now  existing  in 
section  104  of  the  act  for  financing  non-self-liquidating  projects  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  human  resources  and  skills.  Experience  has  demonstrated  that  many 
such  constructive  projects — for  example,  in  education,  malaria  eradication,  and 
public  health— are  not  suitable  for  financing  on  a  loan  basis.  We  are  convinced 
that  there  are  frequently  cases  of  this  sort  where  use  of  foreign  currency  sales 
proceeds  on  a  grant  basis  can  serve  a  higher  priority  development  need  than 
would  be  possible  through  their  use  on  a  loan  basis.  The  conference  committee 
deemed  the  application  of  section  1415  of  the  Supplemental  Appropriations  Act, 
1953  to  grants  in  such  instances  to  be  inappropriate  and  urges  the  President  to 
make  more  liberal  use  of  his  authorities  under  this  act  than  has  been  the  case 


in  the  past. 

The  past  record  indicates  that  before  fiscal  year  1958,  less  than  $1 
million  of  the  vast  sums  allocated  to  the  foreign  country  uses  for 
loans  and  grants  had  been  used  for  any  health  programs  and  less  than 
$1  for  education  programs  before  this  conference  report  set  the  new 
policv.  Subsequent  to  that,  in  fiscal  years  1 959  and  1960,  the  amount 
allocated  to  health  and  education  was  a  reasonable  figure,  but  begm- 
hin0,  in  this  fiscal  year,  because  of  the  limitation  that  the  confeiees 
included  in  1959,  there  can  be  no  foreign  currencies  which  are  loaned 
or  granted  to  the  foreign  countries,  aggregating  approximately  $600 
million  a  year  on  an  average,  used  for  any;  health  or  education  program. 

Some  of  these  programs,  particularly  sanitation  projects,  can  be 
financed  on  a  loan  basis  but  they  cannot  be  financed  under  the  exist¬ 
ing  provisions  because  of  this  restriction.  The  detailed  justification 
for  deleting  this  vexatious  amendment  is  included  in  an  excellent 
statement  prepared  hy  a  group  of  lawyers  in  the  Department  of  State, 
ICA  and  the  executive  branch  last  year  and  presented  to  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  by  Mr.  Douglas  Dillon,  and  I  shall  ask 
your  permission  to  insert  that  statement  in  the  record.  It  is  brief. 

Senator  Johnston.  Yes. 

(The  information  referred  to  follows:) 


Statement  Explaining  Need  To  Amend  Final  Proviso  of  Section  104  of 

Public  Law  480 

A  small  problem  but  a  difficult  one  in  terms  of  U.S.  efforts  to  obtain  effective 
utilization  of  foreign  currencies  available  to  promote  economic  development  is 
presented  by  the  final  proviso  of  section  x04  ,of,^h®ASncultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (Public  Law  480).  That  pro\iso, 
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added  in  the  last  session  of  Congress,  virtually  excludes  development  iu  the  specific- 
fields  of  health  and  education  from  the  range  of  uses  of  foreign  currency  available 
to  promote  economic  development  under  Public  Law  480. 

1.  The  proviso  limits  the  use  of  currency  in  the  very  fields  which  Congress  has  ex¬ 
pressly  favored,  i.e.,  health  and  education. — Currency  available  to  promote  eco¬ 
nomic  development  has  until  now  been  freely  available  and  extensively  used  for 
health  and  education  activities,  which  are  of  fundamental  importance  in  under¬ 
developed  countries.  The  new  limitation  on  this  use  of  Public  Law  480  cur¬ 
rency  results  from  the  interaction  of  the  final  proviso  of  section  104  with  language 
in  section  104(k)  which,  by  specifically  authorizing  health  and  education  pro¬ 
grams,  duplicates  in  part  the  economic  development  authorizations  of  section 
104(e)  and  104(g).  The  proviso,  by  prohibiting  allocation  of  currency  under 
any  provision  of  Public  Law  480,  including  the  economic  development  provi¬ 
sions,  for  purposes  specified  in  section  104(k)  results  in  attaching  a  special  limita¬ 
tion  on  use  of  currency  for  health  and  education  as  opposed  to  other  economic 
development  purposes. 

2.  The  proviso  in  its  present  form  will  result  in  decreased  use  hy  foreign  countries 
of  Public  Law  480  currency  for  health  and  education  and  possibly  in  decreased  em¬ 
phasis  on  health  and  education  development  by  foreign  countries  altogether. — Since 
agreements  for  the  specific  use  of  “country  use”  currency,  that  is,  currency  loaned 
or  granted  to  the  country  to  promote  economic  development,  represent  U.S.  par¬ 
ticipation  in  a  country’s  decisions  as  to  how  it  will  allocate  its  own  resources  for 
its  own  benefit,  the  necessity  for  U.S.  appropriation  action  in  the  event  currenc3r  / 
is  to  be  used  for  health  or  education  purposes  will  seriously  handicap  the  United  V 
States  in  its  efforts  to  influence  the  country’s  decisions  toward  increased  emphasis 
on  health  and  education.  Countries  can  be  expected  to  use  Public  Law  480  cur¬ 
rency  in  other  types  of  activities  which  also  contribute  to  the  country’s  develop¬ 
ment,  and  with  respect  to  health  and  education,  to  the  extent  that  they  do  not 
decide  to  cut  back  their  activity,  to  use  other  sources  of  their  own  currency  which 
are  available  to  them  without  these  procedural  complications. 

3.  Set  forth  below  are  possible  alternative  amendment s  to  the  final  proviso  in 
section  104  which  icould  leave  in  effect  appropriation  requirements  applicable  to 
“U.S.  use”  currency,  including  currency  under  section  104(h). —  These  alternatives 
would  leave  unchanged  the  appropriation  requirements  now  applicable  to  section 
104(k)  and  also  those  requirements  now  applicable  to  section  104(p)  (support 
of  workshops  in  American  studies)  and  104  (r)  (use  of  currency  for  financing, 
preparation,  distribution,  and  exhibition  of  audio-visual  informational  and 
educational  materials  abroad).  The  alternatives  would  permit  use  of  currency 
without  appropriation  requirement  for  all  activities  which  serve  to  promote 
economic  development  while  retaining  the  requirements  now  applicable  to  use  of 
currencies  for  activities  primarily  of  U.S.  benefit.  This  would  be  consistent  with 
the  concepts  expressed  in  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  report  to  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  on  Control  over  the  Use  of  Foreign  Currencies,  dated 
January  1960,  which  distinguishes  between  “U.S.  use”  and  “country  use”  currency 
with  respect  to  application  of  appropriation  controls. 

Alternative  1—  Section  104  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1691  and  the  following)  is  hereby  amended 
by  inserting  “(other  than  sections  104(e)  and  104(g))”  after  the  word  “Act”  in  f 
the  final  proviso.  “ 

Alternative  2. — Section  104  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1691  and  the  following)  is  hereby  amended' 
by  striking  out  the  words  between  “allocated  under”  and  “subsections'”. 

Mr.  Whatley.  The  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  did  not  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment  because  it  would  have  been  subject  to  a  point 
of  order  as  legislation  on  an  appropriations  bill. 

The  executive  branch  at  the  moment  is  not  pressing  for  this  amend¬ 
ment  in  this  bill  because  it  is  the  general  understanding  that  there  will 
be  no  amendments  to  the  bill  lest  it  would  delay  action.  I  submit 
that  this  technical  amendment  would  not  delay  action  on  the  bill  and 
if  the  Senate  should  see  fit  to  add  it  to  the  bill,  that  the  House,  I 
believe,  would  accept  because  the  House  committee  last  year  enacted 
in  a  bill  amending  Public  Law  480  generally,  a  similar  amendment 
that  I  had  proposed. 

Therefore,  the  House  Agriculture  Committee  already  having  acted 
on  this  last  year — but  not  this  year  because  of  the  general  agreement 
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that  there  should  be  no  amendments,  and  because  it  was  hoped  that 
the  House  would  enact  the  bill  under  suspension  of  the  rules  requiring 
no  amendments— I  believe  the  House  would  accept  this  simple  amend¬ 
ment  in  either  of  the  two  forms  in  which  Mr.  Dillon  proposed  them 
or  in  the  form  in  which  I  proposed  it  last  year  and  in  which  was 
reported  by  the  House  Agriculture  Committee. 

The  amendment  is  technical  and  I  will,  therefore,  merely  leave  you 
this  statement,  if  I  may,  and  ask  also  permission  to  insert  in  the  record 
a  brief  excerpt  from  a  letter  written  by  the  then  Director  of  the 
International  Cooperation  Administration  to  Senator  Humphrey, 
dated  February  18,  1960,  in  which  the  need  for  this  amendment  is 
further  delineated. 

(The  material  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

Excerpt  from  the  letter  of  February  18,  1960,  from  Mr.  Riddleberger  to  Senator 
Humphrey  follows: 

******* 

“It  may  be  noted  that  a  similar  situation  exists  with  regard  to  education  pro¬ 
grams  in  general  and  also  health  programs,  both  of  which  are  being  carried  out 
extensively  under  sections  104  (e)  and  (g)  as  contributions  to  economic  develop¬ 
ment.  The  addition  to  section  104(k)  in  the  last  session  of  Congress  of  new 
language  specifically  authorizing  the  use  of  foreign  currency  for  health  and  edu¬ 
cation  programs,  together  with  the  final  proviso  in  section  104  prohibiting  alloca¬ 
tion  of  currency  after  June  30,  1960,  under  any  provision  for  purposes  described 
in  section  104(k)  except  in  amounts  specified  in  appropriation  acts  will,  it  appears, 
prevent  ICA  after  June  30  from  agreeing  with  recipient  countries  that  currency 
available  to  promote  economic  development  may  be  used  for  health  or  education 
purposes,  unless  amounts  for  such  purposes  have  been  specified  in  appropria¬ 
tion  acts. 

“Since  these  agreements,  as  pointed  out  above,  represent  U.S.  participation  in 
a  country’s  decisions  as  to  how  it  will  allocate  its  own  resources  for  its  own  benefit, 
the  necessity  for  U.S»  appropriation  action  in  the  event  currency  is  to  be  used  for 
health  or  education  purposes  may  seriously  handicap  the  United  States  in  its 
efforts  to  influence  the  country’s  decisions  toward  increased  emphasis  on  health 
and  education. 

“Under  these  circumstances,  in  view  of  the  special  appropriation  requirement 
imposed  on  use  of  Public  Law  480  currencies  fcfr  health  and  education  activities 
in  furtherance  of  development,  foreign  countries  may  well  prefer  to  use  Public 
Law  480  currency  in  other  types  of  activities  which  also  contribute  to  the  country’s 
development;  and  with  respect  to  health  and  education,  to  the  extent  that  they 
do  not  decide  to  cut  back  their  activity,  to  use  other  sources  of  their  own  currency 
which  are  available  to  them  without  these  procedural  complications.  The  United 
States  would  thus  be  deprived  of  an  opportunity  to  influence  the  amount  and 
content  of  such  health  and  education  programs,  with  the  end  result  not  only  of 
less  health  and  education  activities  financed  with  Public  Law  480  currency  but 
also  possibly  of  decreased  emphasis  on  health  and  education  altogether. 

“ICA  considers  it  unfortunate  that  this  special  requirement  has  been  imposed 
which  we  anticipate  will  result  in  decreased  participation,  though  use  of  Public 
Law  480  currencies,  in  health  and  education  activities  (including  activities  using 
audiovisual  techniques)  in  furtherance  of  economic  development  abroad.  Our 
concern  was  reflected,  at  the  time  Congress  was  considering  enacting  section  104(r) 
and  the  new  language  in  section  104(k),  in  the  letters  of  September  8,  1959,  from 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  Senator  Ellender  and  Representative  Cooley.  In 
those  letters  it  was  indicated  that  the  executive  branch  would  not  regard  the 
proposed  addition  of  language  to  section  104 (k)  (authorizing  health  and  educa¬ 
tion  activities)  and  the  addition  of  new  section  104(r)  (authorizing  the  financing 
of  audiovisual  materials)  as  limiting  its  existing  authority  to  carry  out  such 
activities  under  other  provisions  of  Public  Law  480  unless  Congress  clearly 
indicated  a  contrary  intent.  Congress,  it  appears  to  us,  did  indicate  a  clear 
contrary  intent  by  enacting  the  last  proviso  of  section  104  and  more  specifically 
by  the  statement  in  the  Senate  Agriculture  Committee’s  explanation  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  (see  Daily  Congressional  Record  for  Sept.  11,  1959,  p.  17530) 
that  the  last  proviso  was  enacted  in  response  to  the  executive  branch  letter  as 
dhe  clear  expression  of  congressional  intent  referred  to  in  that  letter.  ICA  there¬ 
fore  is  inclined  to  accept  these  limitations  as  the  expressed  will  of  Congress  with 
regard  to  health,  education,  and  audiovisual  activities. 
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“In  the  face  of  this  explicit  and  recent  statement  of  congressional  intention, 
we  see  little  alternative  but  to  attempt  to  proceed,  with  respect  to  developmental 
health  and  education  activities  under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480,  within  the  require¬ 
ments  and  limitations  imposed  by  the  legislation  enacted  last  year.” 

*  *  *  *  *  *  ** 

Mr.  Whatley.  I  hope  that  the  executive  branch  will  not  oppose 
this  since  they  proposed  it  last  year  and  I  believe  it  would  not  hold, 
up  the  bill. 

Senator  Johnston.  Since  they  have  already  testified,  we  will  try 
to  find  out  their  wishes  in  the  matter  and  the  subcommittee  will  be 
glad  to  look  into  it  further. 

Mt.Wbatley.  I  expect  that  their  reply  in  that  respect,  Senator, 
would  be  that  they  would  have  no  objection  to  the  amendment 
since  this  has  been  proposed  by  the  executive  branch  last  year,  but 
that  they  would  prefer  that  it  be  deferred  until  later  in  the  year. 
But  this  amendment  may  very  well  get  lost  in  the  general  bill  amend¬ 
ing  Public  Law  480  later  in  the  year,  because  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  executive  branch  will  propose  extensive  amendments  to 
section  104  or  even  a  complete  rewrite  of  title  I. 

Senator  Johnston.  Well,  we  thank  you - 

Mr.  Whatley.  I  am  very  grateful  for  your  time. 

Senator  Johnston.  For  coming  here  and  giving  us  this  testimony. 

Now,  I  am  not  formally  closing  the  hearing.  The  chairman  and 
other  members  may  have  something  that  they  want  included  in  the 
record,  and  for  that  reason  I  am  holding  open  the  hearing  and  will 
take  the  matter  up  with  the  chairman.  The  staff  can  see  the  other 
members  and  find  out  their  wishes  in  this  matter. 

(Information  submitted  by  the  chairman  is  as  follows:) 

Dollar  Losses  Resulting  From  Inept  Financial  Transactions  With 

Foreign  Governments  » 

(From  report  by  Senator  Ellender  on  U.S.  foreign  operations) 

* 

We  cannot  do  business  with  foreign  governments  as  we  have  in  the  past  without 
going  bankrupt.  We  are  a  wealthy  country,  and  within  limits,  we  can  afford  to 
render  assistance  to  underprivileged  countries  and  peoples  of  foreign  lands  who 
are  faced  with  disaster.  But  we  cannot  permit  business  agreements  to  turn  into 
charities,  which  we  have  been  doing,  and  survive.  When  we  enter  into  business 
transactions  witn  foreign  governments,  even  though  our  objective  is  the  economic 
development  of  such  countries,  our  transactions  should  be  businesslike;  otherwise, 
in  addition  to  suffering  huge  losses,  we  gain  only  disrespect. 

******  * 

Under  Public  Law  480,  title  1,  the  United  States  subsidizes  the  export,  through 
private  channels,  of  agricultural  products  excess  to  our  needs,  by  paying  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  U.S.  price  of  the  commodity  at  dockside  and  its  price  on  the 
world  market.  The  exporter  receives  U.S.  dollars,  but  the  commodities  are 
paid  for  in  the  currency  of  the  importing  country,  which  currency  is  deposited 
in  a  U.S.  Treasury  account  in  a  bank  of  the  importing  country  to  be  allocated 
and  used  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  and  objectives  of  the  act,  and  the 
provisions  of  the  specific  sales  agreement  negotiated  in  connection  with  each  sale, 
or  series  of  sales. 

I  have  selected  certain  sales  of  agricultural  commodities  made  under  Public 
Law,  480  to  four  of  the  countries  I  visited,  that  is,  Poland,  Spain,  Turkey,  and 
Yugoslavia.  They  are  set  forth  below  in  schedule  form.  For  obvious  reasons, 
I  did  not  choose  the  best  sales.  It  should  be  noted  that  listed  on  the  schedule 
are  the  date  of  each  of  the  contracts,  the  rate  of  exchange  agreed  upon  between 
the  United  States  and  the  foreign  country  for  the  particular  sale  or  sales,  the 
amount  of  foreign  currency  generated  by  such  sales,  as  well  as  the  U.S.  dollar 
equivalent,  the  free  market  rate  of  the  particular  country’s  foreign  currency 
in  relation  to  the  U.S.  dollar  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  the  market  exchange 
rate  as  of  June  30,  1960. 


Unreported  losses  on  11  Public  Law  480  sales  due  to  unrealistic  exchange  rates 
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It  will  be  noted  that  in  these  few  sales  to  these  four  countries,  the  United  States 
received  in  foreign  currencies  the  U.S.  dollar  equivalent  of  $857,327,783.54  for  the 
commodities  sold,  but  that  the  exchange  rates  which  prevailed,  or  were  negotiated 
in  connection  with  these  sales,  bear  little  relation  to  the  free  market  rate  of  ex¬ 
change  existing  at  the  time.  If  the  United  States  had  received  the  commercial 
market  rate  of  exchange  for  the  commodities  sold,  the  U.S.  dollar  equivalent  of 
$1,488,737,762  would  have  been  generated  from  such  sales,  rather  than  the  $857,- 
327,783.54  listed  as  the  proceeds,  a  difference  of  $631,409,979  just  on  these  par¬ 
ticular  sales  to  these  four  countries.  This  situation  is  not  unique  to  the  agree¬ 
ments  in  the  countries  I  have  cited,  but  prevails  throughout  the  program  as  too 
common  a  practice.  In  many  countries  where  we  are  accepting  an  import  rate 
less  than  the  going  rate  of  exchange,  we  are  at  the  same  time  spending  U.S.  dollars 
to  buy  foreign  currencies  to  pay  for  the  U.S.  programs  in  those  countries. 

I  have  been  unable  to  obtain  any  intelligent  justification  as  to  why  such  un¬ 
realistic  exchange  rates  were  used  in  the  sales  of  these  commodities  to  the  great 
financial  loss  of  the  United  States.  The  startling  thing  about  these  transactions 
is  that  while  the  cost  of  subsidizing  the  sales  of  these  commodities  at  the  world 
market  price  is  reported  in  detail  to  the  Congress,  no  mention  can  be  found  any¬ 
where  as  to  the  losses  sustained  by  accepting  an  import  exchange  rate  well  below 
the  commercial  rate  prevailing  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 

Actually,  the  above  cited  example  is  only  one  type  of  a  series  of  unbusinesslike 
practices  and  administrative  abuses  which  flow  from  these  commodity  sales,  re¬ 
sulting  in  huge  dollar  losses  to  the  United  States  in  this  program,  which  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  carried  on  in  a  businesslike  manner.  Others  are  as  follows: 

1.  As  the  portion  of  Public  Law  480  sales  proceeds  which  is  to  be  loaned  to  the 
foreign  government  is  placed  in  a  special  account  in  a  bank  of  the  foreign  country, 
it  becomes  a  part  of  that  country’s  economy.  In  view  of  this,  some  countries, 
while  signing  loan  agreements  for  this  money,  do  not  borrow  it  and  it  lies  idle  in 
the  foreign  country’s  bank,  not  bearing  interest  and  depreciating  to  the  extent 
that  the  country’s  currency  may  depreciate  in  relation  to  the  dollar.  Some  idea 
of  the  extent  of  this  practice  may  be  reflected  by  the  fact  that,  as  of  June  30,  1960, 
of  Public  Law  480  loan  agreements  in  the  dollar  equivalent  of  $1,881,049,900.91, 
only  $828,743,927.31  was  actually  disbursed. 

2.  Although  a  Public  Law  480  commodity  sale  may  have  generated  only  one- 
half  of  the  proceeds  it  should  have,  because  of  the  acceptance  of  an  unrealistic 
import  rate,  it  is  not  uncommon  that  the  loan  agreement  calls  for  a  different  rate, 
which  almost  invariably,  is  more  favorable  to  the  borrower  and  further  shrinks 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  The  Treasury  status  report  on  Public  Law  480,  title  1, 
operations,  dated  June  30,  1960,  reflects  a  net  loss  of  $28.9  million  due  to  loan 
agreement  exchange  rates  less  favorable  than  the  import  collection  rates  which 
generated  the  loan  proceeds.  Further,  most  of  these  loan  agreements  can  be 
changed  at  any  time  without  the  knowledge  of  the  Treasury  or  the  Congress,  and 
they,  too,  frequently  deteriorate  into  something  resembling  a  gift  rather  than  a 
loan.  The  loose  practices  prevail  not  only  with  respect  to  Public  Law  480  loans, 
but  to  all  mutual  security  loans  under  the  supervision  of  ICA,  and  the  June  30, 
1960,  aggregate  of  such  loans  was  $5.5  billion. 

3.  Many  of  the  loan  agreements  provide  that  they  can  be  repaid  in  U.S.  dollars 
or  in  the  currency  of  the  borrowing  country.  However,  the  premium  which  is 
offered  for  paying  in  dollars  is  a  1  percent  difference  in  interest  (3  percent  if  paid 
in  dollars  and  4  percent  if  paid  in  the  currency  of  the  country). 

4.  In  the  sale  of  surplus  commodities  under  Public  Law  480,  an  interdepart¬ 
mental  committee  consisting  of  representatives  of  the  various  Government 
agencies  that  have  an  interest  in,  or  will  be  users  of,  a  portion  of  the  sales  proceeds, 
determines  the  percentage  of  such  portion  that  will  be  used  for  the  various  purposes 
in  the  importing  country.  These  committees  are  sometimes  referred  to  as  “buz¬ 
zard  committees.”  From  an  examination  of  a  number  of  the  contracts,  it  might 
appear  that  each  agency  tries  to  obtain  the  largest  possible  percentage  of  the 
sales  proceeds  for  its  use,  while  the  State  Department  seemingly  tries  to  obtain 
all  it  can  for  the  foreign  country  involved,  and  one  can  only  wonder  who  is  present 
representing  the  United  States  and  the  taxpayer.  Seemingly,  agencies  are  allo¬ 
cated  funds  far  in  excess  of  their  real  or  immediate  needs,  which  funds  are  then 
frozen  in  bank  accounts  in  foreign  countries  and  are  subject  to  depreciation 
through  inflation  of  the  currency  of  such  foreign  countries.  At  the  same  time 
that  these  special  allocations  are  accumulating  in  foreign  banks,  the  U.S.  Treasury 
is  going  into  the  commercial  market  and  buying  the  same  currencies  with  U.S. 
hard  dollars.  The  June  30,  1960,  balance  of  these  foreign  currencies  in  agency 
-accounts  aggregated  the  equivalent  of  $1,276  billion  in  U.S.  dollars. 
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In  my  opinion,  the  above-outlined  practices  present  a  fantastic  picture  of  waste 
and  fiscal  irresponsibility  which  may  amount  to  billions  of  dollars  in  losses  to  the 
United  States.  They  should  be  terminated  immediately.  The  rate  of  exchange 
at  which  commodities  are  sold  should  be  the  market  or  Treasury  selling  rate  of 
exchange.  All  losses  resulting  from  exchange  rate  adjustments  should  be  made 
a  matter  of  record  and  reported  to  the  Congress.  Regulations  should  be  in  effect 
regarding  the  rates  of  exchange  used  on  all  mutual  security  loans.  The  same 
Treasury  controls  should  be  exercised  over  foreign  currencies  accrued  by  the 
United  States  or  its  agencies  as  are  exercised  over  U.S.  dollar  accounts. 

Foreign  currencies  generated  by  the  sale  of  commodities  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  480,  title  1,  should  be  managed  in  a  more  positive  manner.  Foreign  countries 
which  are  the  recipients  of  the  loan  portions  of  such  sales  proceeds  should  be 
required  to  take  timely  disbursement  on  such  loans  or  the  money  should  be 
withdrawn  from  such  use.  A  greater  portion  of  the  U.S.  use  portion  of  the  cur¬ 
rencies  generated  by  such  sales  should  be  available  for  general  Treasury  use  and 
not  frozen  in  particular  agency  accounts. 

The  Public  Law  480,  title  1,  program  has  unlimited  potential  for  assisting  in 
the  economic  development  of  other  countries  and  in  providing  currencies  for 
U.S.  use  abroad,  if  it  is  placed  on  a  businesslike  basis. 


Exchange  rates  for  title  I,  Public  Law  480,  transactions  and.  U.S.  dollar  equivalent  of  anticipated  total  foreign  currency  collections  computed  at 

December  1960  market  rates,  June  1,  1969,  to  Mar.  11,  1961 
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Unrecovered  losses  on  foreign. currencies  resulting  from  differences  in  collection  rates 

and  market  rates 


[In  thousands] 


Amount  of 
agreement  in 
U.S.  dollars 

U.S.  dollar 
equivalent  at 
market  rate 

Difference 

Total,  Nov.  15,  1954,  to  May  29, 1959 . . . 

$3, 547, 682 

2, 718, 497 

$3, 153, 526 

2,516,440 

$394,156 

202, 057 

Total,  June  1, 1959,  to  Mar.  11, 1961  (corrected  totals  from  p.  725 
of  Senate  hearings  on  3d  supplemental  appropriation  bill  for 
1961) _ _ _ _ _ 

Combined  grand  total  from  Nov.  15,  1954,  to  Mar.  11, 
1961 . . . . . 

6,266,179 

5, 669, 966 

596, 21£ 

Senator  Johnston.  If  there  is  no  further  testimony  then,  we  will 
consider  the  hearing  concluded  and  be  ready  to  take  the  matter  up 
in  executive  session. 

I  will  just  hold  the  record  open  until  I  can  find  out  what  other 
information  should  be  included. 

The  subcommittee  will  adjourn  subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 

(Whereupon,  at  11:45  a.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned, 
subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair.) 

(Additional  statements  filed  for  the  record  are  as  follows:) 


Washington,  D.C.,  March  28,  1981. 

Hon.  Olin  D.  Johnston, 

U.S.  Senate,  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Johnston:  We  shall  greatly  appreciate  it  if  you  will  put  in  the 
record  of  the  hearings  on  the  Public  Law  480  program  this  letter  supporting  an 
authorization  for  additional  funds  under  title  I. 

While  we  are  not  as  directly  concerned  with  title  I  as  we  are  with  other  parts 
of  Public  Law  480,  we  do,  nevertheless,  have  a  substantial  interest  in  its  continued 
and  expanded  use.  Approximately  $47  million  had  been  committed  for  exports  of 
dairy  products  through  December  31,  1960,  and  some  80  million  pounds  of  nonfat 
dry  milk  are  expected  to  be  programed  from  the  additional  $2  billion  now  under 
consideration. 

Public  Law  480  has  proven  its  value  as  an  instrument  for  moving  agricultural 
products  out  of  CCC  warehouses  into  useful  consumption  throughout  the  world.. 
The  need  for  it  still  continues,  and  we  support  its  expansion. 

Sincerely, 


E.  M.  Norton, 

Secretary,  National  Milk  Producers  Federation . 


( 
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Washington,  D.C.,  March  28,  1961. 


Hon.  Olin  D.  Johnston, 

U.S.  Senate,  Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Production,  Marketing  and 
Stabilization  of  Prices  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculutre  and  Forestry. 

Dear  Senator  Johnston:  Because  we  were  not  able  to  be  present  at  the 
hearing  on  S.  1027,  we  respectfully  request  that  this  letter  in  support  of  the  bill  be 
made  a  part  of  the  hearing  record. 

The  National  Grange  supports  and  urges  the  prompt  enactment  of  S.  1027,  a  bill 
which  would  provide  an  increase  of  2  billion  dollars  in  the  title  I,  Public  Law  480 
program,  which  has  been  recommended  by  the  administration. 

Public  Law  480  has  proved  to  be  an  unusually  effective  legislative  instrument, 
(1)  in  making  possible  the  sale  of  U.S.  agricultural  commodities  in  areas  of  the 
world  experiencing  a  shortage  of  foreign  and  dollar  exchange;  (2)  in  assisting  the 
development  of  new  and  expanding  markets  for  American  agricultural  products; 
(3)  in  strengthening  our  national  economy  through  the  maintenance  of  export 
markets  for  agricultural  products;  and  (4)  in  making  effective  use  of  our  agricul¬ 
tural  abundance  in  strengthening  and  developing  the  economies  of  the  under¬ 
developed  areas  of  the  free  world  and  in  furthering  our  foreign  policy  objectives 
through  such  measures  as  “food  for  peace,”  etc. 

The  Grange  believes  that  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  our  foreign  aid 
and  assistance  should  be  made  available  through  the  use  of  our  abundant  agri¬ 
cultural  supplies.  The  products  of  American  farms  should  be  recognized  as  the 
great  national  asset  they  are — assets  which  are  capable  of  being  used  to  assist  the 
less  developed  areas  of  the  world  and  to  improve  their  economies  by  assisting  in 
their  balanced  development;  to  strengthen  our  foreign  policy  posture;  and  to 
broaden  foreign  market  opportunites  for  U.S.  agriculture.  U.S.  agricultural 
products,  we  believe,  can  be  used  as  capital  assets  to  serve  as  the  foundation  for 
economic  development. 

Since  the  lasting  benefit  to  be  obtained  for  American  agriculture  under  this 
program  is  in  the  development  of  new  and  expanded  markets  both  short  run  and 
long  run,  we  urge  that  greater  emphasis  be  given  to  market  promotion  and  de¬ 
velopment  for  the  products  of  American  agriculture,  in  both  the  commercial 
market  areas  and  in  the  other  areas  of  the  world  which  will  become  dollar  markets 
in  the  future  as  the  economies  of  these  areas  grow  and  develop. 

The  great  productivity  of  American  farms  makes  it  possible  to  supply  the 
agricultural  export  commodities  which  are  needed  in  many  areas  of  the  world. 
By  meeting  the  needs  of  the  less  developed  areas  today,  we  are  building  and 
strengthening  the  world  of  tomorrow. 

Since  the  present  authorization  has  been,  or  is  about  to  be,  exhausted,  the 
National  Grange  requests  the  enactment  of  S.  1027. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Joseph  O.  Parker, 
Legislative  Counsel,  National  Grange. 
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AMEND  TITLE  I  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  480 


WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  15,  1961 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  1310, 
New  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley  (chairman)  pre¬ 
siding. 

Present:  Representatives  Cooley,  Poage,  Grant,  Gathings,  Aber- 
nethy,  Albert,  Abbitt,  Thompson,  Jones,  Hagen,  Johnson,  Jennings, 
Matthews,  Coad,  Breeding,  Stubblefield,  McSween,  Inouye,  Hoeven, 
Dague,  Belcher,  Mclntire,  Teague,  Short,  May,  Harvey,  Findley, 
Dole,  Beermann,  and  Reifel. 

Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  assistant  clerk;  and 
John  Heimburger,  counsel. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  be  in  order. 

I  call  up  H.R.  4728,  a  bill  to  amend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954. 

We  have  with  us  this  morning  Mr.  John  Duncan,  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  and  some  of  his  associates  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Secretary,  we  are  very  glad  to  have  you  with  us  this  morning, 
and  we  are  very  glad  to  have  the  administration’s  views  pn  H.R.  4728. 

(H.R.  4728  follows:) 

[H.R.  4728,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  103(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  De¬ 
velopment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  deleting  “any 
calendar  year  during  the  period  beginning  January  1,  1960,  and  ending  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1961,”  and  substituting  “the  calendar  year  1960,”  and  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following:  “Agreements  shall  not  be  entered  into  under  this  title 
in  the  calendar  year  1961  which  will  call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in 
amounts  in  excess  of  $3,500,000,000,  plus  any  amount  by  which  agreements 
entered  into  in  the  preceding  calendar  year  have  called  or  will  call  for  appropria¬ 
tions  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts  less  than 
authorized  for  such  preceding  year  by  this  Act  as  in  effect  during  such  preceding 
year.” 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  P.  DUNCAN,  JR.,  ASSISTANT  SECRE¬ 
TARY  OF  AGRICULTURE;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  ROBERT  C.  TETRO, 

ADMINISTRATOR;  R.  A.  IOANES,  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR; 

AND  PATRICK  M.  O’LEARY,  ASSISTANT  ADMINISTRATOR,  FOR¬ 
EIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE,  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  introduce  my  col¬ 
leagues  with  me  here  this  morning. 

On  my  left  is  Mr.  Bob  Tetro,  who  is  the  Administrator  of  FAS.  On 
my  right  is  Mr.  R.  A.  Ioanes,  who  is  the  Deputy  Administrator  of 
FAS.  And  to  Mr.  Tetro’s  left  is  Mr.  Pat  O’Leary,  who  is  the  Assistant 
Administrator  of  FAS. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  discuss  with  you  the  Department’s  request  for  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $2  billion  in  the  title  I,  Public  Law  480,  authority. 

We  are  literally  out  of  title  I  funds  today.  Programs  in  negotiation 
and  in  process  of  development  will  exhaust  our  current  balances.  We 
are  being  forced  to  defer  action  on  several  new  requests  because  of  the 
lack  of  funds. 

Therefore,  we  urge  that  the  $2  billion  increase  be  considered  and 
enacted  promptly  to  permit  commodity  programing  for  the  balance  of 
this  calendar  year. 

Need  for  additional  authorization  of  $2  billion:  For  calendar  years 
1960  and  1961,  the  amount  of  title  I  funds  available  totaled  about 
$3.5  billion.  This  amount  included  the  $1.5  billion  furnished  for 
each  of  these  2  years  plus  about  $500  million  in  unused  funds  carried 
over  from  previous  authorizations. 

The  additional  $2  billion  we  are  requesting  means  that  we  expect 
to  program  a  total  of  $5.5  billion  during  calendar  years  1960  and  1961. 
This  is  virtually  the  same  amount  programed  during  the  first  five 
and  a  half  years  of  Public  Law  480. 

Our  present  fund  situation  is  this:  Of  the  approximately  $3.5 
billion  available  for  programing  in  calendar  years  1960  and  1961,  all 
but  about  $150  million  has  been  committed  under  signed  agreements. 
Requests  for  programs  on  hand  far  exceed  this  $150  million  balance. 

Therefore,  action  on  several  requests,  including  one  that  runs  into 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars,  is  being  deferred  because  of  the  lack 
of  funds. 

Pou  are  all  familiar  with  the  Pakistan  agreement  we  are  discussing 
with  that  country,  which  will  be  a  4-year  deal. 

To  proceed:  Authority  to  negotiate  title  I  foreign  currency  sale 
agreements  must  continue  without  interruption  so  that  we  can  keep 
commodities  moving  abroad  in  an  orderly  manner  and  in  large 
volume.  We  must  be  in  a  position  to  meet  commodity  requirements 
of  participating  countries  so  they  will  not  reduce  consumption  levels 
or  fail  to  meet  goals  of  consumption  increases  they  urgently  need  to 
attain.  Only  by  maintaining  a  steady  flow  of  commodities  under 
this  program  can  we  carry  out  the  objectives  of  food  for  peace. 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  for  the  increased  interest  in  the 
program.  More  and  more,  foreign  countries  now  understand  that 
“food  lor  peace”  is  not  a  slogan,  not  an  effort  to  dump  our  commodities 
on  the  world  market,  but  is  a  positive  program  backed  wholeheartedly 
by  the  American  people.  The  program  uses  our  abundance  to  improve 
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nutrition  and  economic  development  throughout  the  world  on  a 
continuing  basis. 

The  President  lias  taken  the  leadership  in  making  the  program  a 
vital  force  for  peaceful  purposes. 

Because  of  lower  yields  abroad  for  wheat  and  other  commodities, 
countries  are  making  larger  requests  for  title  I  programs.  Brazil  is 
an  example  of  a  country  where  increased  demand  for  U.S.  wheat  has 
resulted  from  poor  crop  conditions  abroad. 

Also,  participating  governments  have  indicated  widespread  interest 
in  multiyear  supply  programs  now  that  they  clearly  understand  that 
such  programs  are  welcomed  by  the  U.S.  Government. 

We  believe  it  makes  sense  to  negotiate  multiyear  title  I  agreements 
similar  to  the  4-vear  agreement  concluded  last  year  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  India.  These  arrangements  assure  the  availabilitv  of  ade¬ 
quate  supplies  of  commodities  to  food-deficit  countries;  it  lets  them 
plan  commodity  procurement  and  shipment  over  longer  periods  and 
conduct  such  operations  more  effectively;  it  permits  maximum  use  of 
facilities  to  receive,  store,  and  distribute  commodities;  it  allows 
coordination  of  import  programs  with  local  production ;  and  it  supports 
long  range  plans  for  total  economic  development  . 

The  greater  use  of  longer  term  supply  commitments  means  that  we 
should  take  a  more  careful  look  ahead  at  the  continuing  needs  of 
underdeveloped  countries  and  our  own  ability  to  supply  these  needs. 

In  short,  we  must  develop  a  world  food  budget  and  a  national  food 
policy  geared  more  effectively  to  meet  food  requirements. 

Our  request  for  an  additional  $2  billion  authorization  for  the  balance 
of  this  year  indicates  our  strong  desire  to  make  greater  use  of  this 
valuable  program.. 

Farm  productivity  is  national  blessing:  At  this  point,  I  want  to 
make  clear  the  administration’s  position  on  farm  abundance.  We  do 
not  view  it  as  a  problem  which  forces  us  into  a  surplus  disposal  opera¬ 
tion.  We  do  not  view  it  as  a  national  catastrophe. 

Rather,  we  believe  U.S.  farm  productivity  is  a  national  blessing. 
The  American  farmer  is  efficient  and  productive.  And  this  capacity 
offers  great  opportunities  to  feed  needy  people  in  this  country,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  depressed  areas.  There  is  also  great  opportunity  to 
attack  hunger  and  malnutrition  overseas. 

We  are  using  U.S.  farm  products  to  help  shape  national  and  inter¬ 
national  policy.  This  ,  is  a  positive  policy.  We  have  buried  the 
dilemma  of  surpluses;  we  recognize  our  agricultural  abundance  as  a 
national  asset  and  seek  its  maximum  use. 

I  might  say  that  the  difficulty  Russia  and  Red  China  are  having 
with  food  production  further  emphasizes  the  favorable  position  that 
we  are  in,  with  the  abundance  of  food  that  we  have  in  this  country. 

Title  I  program  operations:  Our  efforts  to  make  greater  use  of  U.S. 
agricultural  commodities  are  reflected  in  title  I,  Public  Law  480, 
program  operations.  Commodities  are  now  moving  abroad  in  record 
volume  and  we  believe  that  title  I  exports  for  the  current  fiscal  year 
will  be  the  largest  on  record. 

Next  year  we  expect  shipments  to  be  even  larger.  Increased  move¬ 
ments,  of  course,  are  dependent  upon  enactment  of  the  additional 
authority  we  are  requesting  today. 

A  brief  reference  to  the  volume  of  exports  best  illustrates  the  com¬ 
modity  impact  of  title  I.  Total  U.S.  exports  of  wheat  for  the  year 
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ending  June  30  should  reach  ahout  600  million  bushels,  more  than  half 
of  which  will  move  under  title  I.  Rice  exports  should  reach  20  million 
bags,  and  vegetable  oil  exports  should  total  1.6  billion  pounds;  again 
more  than  half  of  these  quantities  will  move  under  title  I. 

Title  I  feed  grain  and  cotton  exports,  although  not  as  significant  in 
total  U.S.  agricultural  exports,  continue  in  important  volume.  Title 
I  feed  grain  exports  this  year  should  run  about  70  million  bushels  and 

cotton  exports  should  total  about  1.2  million  bales. 

We  are  also  developing  programs  to  make  available  a  wider  variety 
of  commodities,  for  example,  poultry,  to  upgrade  the  diets  of  needy 
people  abroad.  ;  ;  dr  :jy 

Total  U.S.  agricultural  exports:  I  want  to  emphasize  that  our  pri¬ 
mary  interest  in  agricultural  exports  is  commercial  sales  for  dollars. 
Seventy  percent  of  our  total  exports  are  commercial  sales  for  dollars. 
Public  Law  480  serves  as  a  large  and  supplementary  means  for  the 
Department  to  expand  foreign  markets  for  U.S.  agricultural  com¬ 
modities.  Here  the  outlook  is  bright.  For  the  year  ending  June  30 
we  expect  to  exceed  the  record  of  $4.7  billion  established  in  fiscal  year 
1957.  The  1957  record  was  stimulated  by  the  Suez  crisis. 

The  volume  of  exports  will  also  establish  a  new  record — a  high  level 
of  shipments  is  expected  for  wheat,  cotton,  rice,  vegetable  oils,  to¬ 
bacco,  soybeans,  and  poultry.  Our  promotion  of  commercial  sales 
for  dollars,  alone  with  greater  emphasis  on  feeding  needy  people 
through  special  export  programs  such  as  Public  Law  480,  gives  promise 
for  continuing  high  agricultural  export  totals. 

We  will  be  glad  to  furnish  more  information  on  some  of  the  opera¬ 
tions  and  policies  we  have  discussed  only  briefly  in  this  statement. 
We  feel  there  is  great  hope  that  the  production  of  U.S.  farmers  can 
be  put  to  greater  use  in  the  United  States  and  in  many  parts  of  the 
world. 

In  our  testimony  today,  we  are  requesting  an  additional  $2  billion 
for  title  I  programing.  We  appreciate  that  there  are  other  changes 
in  the  law  which  should  be  considered.  However,  the  need  for  addi¬ 
tional  funds  is  so  urgent  that  we  recommend  you  defer  action  on  such 
other  amendments. 

We  assure  you  that  the  administration  will  have  proposals  for 
changes  in  the  law.  These  will  be  presented  along  with  our  recom¬ 
mendations  for  continuation  of  Public  Law  480  beyond  December  31, 
1961. 

I  urge  that  this  committee  give  prompt  consideration  to  H.R.  4728 
to  provide  additional  funds  to  continue  title  I  of  Public  Law  480 
operations.  We  strongly  support  this  bill. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Secretary  for  your  presentation. 
I  would  like  to  ask  you  a  few  questions. 

First  I  would  like  you  to  tell  the  committee,  if  you  can,  why  it  is 
that  no  title  IV  program  has  been  consummated. 

Mr.  D  uncan.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  certainly  friendly  toward  title 
IV.  We  are  pushing  title  IV.  And  we  expect  to  make  an  announce¬ 
ment  within  the  very  near  future  of  our  first  transaction  under  the 
program. 

The  Chairman.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the  Congress  authorized  pro¬ 
grams  under  title  IV  as  a  loan  program? 

Mr.  Duncan.  That  is  true. 
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The  Chairman.  That  is  the  program  that  contemplates  sales  for 
dollars,  at  low-interest  rates? 

Mr.  Duncan.  Correct. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  not  think  that  program  should  be  used 
more  in  fact  as  a  program? 

Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  certainly  are  friendly,  as  I  said, 
toward  the  title  IV  authority.  We  have  already  begun  moving  in 
that  direction.  We  are  pushing  title  IV.  And  we  are  right  now  on 
the  verge  of  signing  an  agreement  with  a  foreign  country  for  our  first 
sales  under  the  program. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  I  am  correct  in  saying  that  I  received  a 
communication  some  time  ago — a  few  weeks  ago — which  indicated 
that  the  Department  was  concerned  over  the  fact  that  we  had  accu¬ 
mulated  large  sums  of  foreign  currency  from  foreign  countries.  Will 
you  provide  for  the  record  information  as  to  where  the  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  are  and  the  volume,  that  have  accumulated  in  different  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  world. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Tetro  is  familiar  with  it. 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Tetro.  We  will  be  glad  to  furnish  that  for  the  record.  We 
have  this  information  available. 

(The  information  follows:) 

The  following  three  tables  furnish  information  on  the  use  of  foreign  currencies 
received  in  payment  for  commodities  shipped  under  the  title  I,  Public  Law  480, 
program. 

Table  I  shows  the  use  to  be  made  of  foreign  currencies  under  agreements  signed 
from  the  beginning  of  the  program  through  December  31,  1960.  It  shows  the  total 
amount  by  country  to  be  received  by  the  United  States  when  the  agreements  are 
fully  implemented;  the  amounts  specified  in  agreements  to  be  used  by  foreign 
countries  under  104(c)  common  defense  grants,  104(e)  economic  development 
grants,  and  104(g)  economic  development  loans;  the  amounts  set  aside  for  Cooley 
amendment  loans  to  private  business  firms  under  104(e) ;  and  finally  the  amounts  of 
currencies  set  aside  for  U.S.  agency  uses. 

Table  II  shows  the  status  of  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  by  country;  the 
amounts  in  agreements  through  December  31,  1960;  and  allocations,  collections, 
and  disbursements  through  September  30,  1960,  as  obtained  from  the  latest  foreign 
currency  report  prepared  by  the  Treasury  Department.  As  of  September  30, 
1960,  foreign  currencies  deposited  to  the  account  of  the  United  States  totaled 
about  the  equivalent  of  $4  billion  and  disbursements  made  through  that  date 
total  about  $1.7  billion.  The  difference  of  about  $2.3  billion  was  on  hand  and  not 
yet  disbursed. 

Table  III  shows  the  status  of  foreign  currencies  by  the  specific  uses  authorized 
in  section  104  of  Public  Law  480.  It  shows  as  of  September  30,  1960,  allocations 
made  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  amounts  transferred  to  U.S.  agency  accounts, 
and  disbursements  made  by  U.S.  agencies. 
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Table  1. — - Uses  of  foreign  currency  as  provided  in  title  I,  Public  Law  480  agree¬ 
ments  signed  July  1,  1954,  through  Dec.  81,  1960  1 

[Amounts  are  in  dollar  equivalents  at  the  deposit  rate  of  exchange] 


Country 


Total 
amount 
in  agree¬ 
ments 
(market 
value  in¬ 
cluding 
oversea 
transpor¬ 
tation) 


104(c) 

common 

defense 


104(e) 
grants  for 
economic 
develop¬ 
ment 


104(e) 
loans  to  pri¬ 
vate  enter¬ 
prise 


104(g) 


loans  to 

foreign  For  U.S. 
govern-  uses 2 
ments 


Thousand 
dollar  equiv¬ 
alent 


Thousand 
dollar  equiv¬ 
alent 


Thousand 
dollar  equiv¬ 
alent 


Thousand 
dollar  equiv¬ 
alent 


Thousand 
dollar  equiv¬ 
alent 


Thousand 
dollar  equiv¬ 
alent 


Argentina _ 

Austria _ 

Brazil _ 

Burma _ 

Ceylon _ 

Chile... _ 

China  (Taiwan) . 

Colombia.— . 

Ecuador . . 

Finland _ _ 

France _ 

Germany _ 

Greece _ 

Iceland _ 

India  3 4 _ 

Indonesia _ 

Iran _ 

Israel _ 

Italy _ 

Japan _ 

Korea _ 

Mexico _ 

Netherlands _ 

Pakistan . 

Paraguay _ 

Peru _ 

Philippines _ 

Poland _ 

Portugal _ 

Spain _ 

Thailand . . 

Turkey _ 

UAR  (Egypt).— 

CAR  (Syria) . 

United  Kingdom. 

Uruguay _ 

Vietnam _ 

Yugoslavia _ 


64. 100 
42,  940 

214, 420 
40,  700 

26. 100 
71,900 
55,  500 
70,  890 
10,  940 
44,  735 
60,  440 

1,200 
86,  000 
10,  270 
1,345.203 

164. 300 
32,  446 

168, 554 
152, 900 

150.800 

201, 000 

28,  200 
97c 

396, 870 
3,000 
37, 280 
14,  400 

365. 300 
7, 100 

456, 130 
4,600 
232, 265 

198. 800 
28,  200 
48.150 
46,  400 
20,  500 

408,  530 


Total _ 

Uses  as  percent  of  total 


5,311,338 

100.0 


2, 000 


100 
30, 550 
80 


5,763 


700 
162, 910 


79, 366 


100 
3, 100 


9, 910 
’67"  739' 


10, 228 


372, 546 
7.0 


6,000 

4.340 


7, 470 


369, 875 
21,900 


4,200 

~~~600" 


57,  592 


114, 290 


586, 267 
11.0 


8, 250 


6, 540 
850 
8,600 
11,270 
710 
3,165 
13,  989 


5,945 
765 
112,634 
13,600 
1,  557 
25,  827 
6,  250 


3,  500 
7, 100 


41,712 


4,962 

1,000 


18, 230 
37, 450 
5, 200 


11,  550 
5, 100 


355, 756 
6.7 


36, 500 
26, 328 
178,547 
26, 550 
9,580 
56, 330 
2, 300 
41,180 
7,660 
25,  454 


47, 350 
7.  374 
667, 708 
91,895 
15,  605 
111,  537 
100, 500 
108, 850 


13, 600 


135, 392 
2,250 
21,523 
5.  200 


3.400 
228,  730 
2, 050 
48, 092 
113. 400 
16, 900 


23,300 

’213^09l' 


2, 388, 176 
45.0 


19,350 
16, 612 
33, 873 
8,150 
5,640 
14,  620 
14,  050 
18,  360 
2,  570 
16,116 
46, 451 
1,200 
25,  235 
2. 131 
194, 986 
36.  905 
9,  521 
26, 990 

46. 150 
40,  650 
34,  590 

7,500 

275 

82, 808 
750 
10, 695 

5. 100 
365, 300 

3.700 
217,  490 
2,  550 
98, 204 
47,  950 

6. 100 

48. 150 
11,  550 

5,172 
81, 149 


1, 608, 593 
30.3 


1  Amounts  shown  are  subject  to  adjustment  when  actual  commodity  purchases  and  currency  allocations 
have  been  made. 

2  Agreements  provide  that  a  specific  amount  of  foreign  currency  proceeds  may  be  used  under  various  U.S. 
use  categories,  including  currency  uses  which  are  limited  to  amounts  as  may  be  specified  in  appropriation 
acts.  Included  are  uses  specified  under  subsecs.  104  (a),  (b),  (f)),  (h),  (i),  (j),  (k),  (1),  (m),  (n),  (0),  (p), 
(q),  (r),  and  sometimes  (d)  insofar  as  specified  in  agreements. 

3  Includes  only  the  amounts  to  be  financed  during  the  1st  year  of  the  4-year  agreement  signed  May  4,  1960. 

4  Amounts  shown  in  this  column  may  differ  from  amounts  on  table  I,  which  reflects  purchase  authoriza¬ 
tion  transactions. 
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Table  2. — Status  of  foreign  currencies  under  title  I,  Public  Law  480 


[Amounts  are  in  million  dollar  equivalents] 


Country  > 

Agreement 
amounts 
through 
Dee.  31, 
1060 

Allocations 
by  Budget 
Bureau 
through 
Sept.  30, 
1960 

Collections 
through 
Sept.  30, 
1960 

Disburse¬ 
ments  by 
agencies 
through 
Sept.  30, 
1900 

Argentina _ _ _ _ 

64. 1 

33.4 

30.6 

11.  1 

Austria  ...  _ 

42.9 

40.1 

40. 1 

30. 1 

Brazil . . .  . 

214.4 

155.2 

157.0 

68.6 

Burma _ _ _  . 

40.7 

36.8 

36.7 

6. 1 

Oevlon . . 

26.1 

16.4 

17. 1 

6.5 

Chile.. . . . . . . . . 

71.9 

38.8 

38.9 

32.6 

China  (Taiwan) _ _ _ 

55.5 

35.1 

39.5 

23.2 

Colombia _ _ _ _ 

70.9 

46.0 

43.2 

23.8 

Ecuador . . . 

10.9 

8.4 

8.4 

6.8 

Finland . . . . . 

44.7 

48.7 

38.4 

24.  8 

France . . . 

60.4 

33.4 

31.9 

17.7 

Germanv.  . . . . 

1.2 

1.2 

1.2 

1. 1 

Greece. _ _ _ _  . 

86.0 

69.5 

69.9 

57.4 

Iceland _ _ _ 

10.3 

7.7 

8.3 

6.0 

India.. _ _ _ _ _ 

1, 345. 2 

821.5 

877.6 

143.5 

Indonesia. . . 

164.3 

121.2 

132.7 

15.8 

Iran . . . 

32.4 

12.5 

12.4 

10.9 

Israel . . . .  ..  .. 

168.6 

144.7 

151.7 

95.8 

Italy _ _ _ _ _ _ 

152.9 

143.3 

144.2 

109.8 

Japan . .  . . . 

150.8 

141.4 

146.4 

133.0 

Korea . . 

201.0 

160.9 

154.3 

144. 1 

Mexico . . 

28.2 

25.2 

25.2 

17.1 

Netherlands _  _ _ _ 

.3 

.3 

.3 

1 .5 

Pakistan... . . . 

396.9 

246.1 

300.9 

154.  6 

Paraguay  .  _  _ _ 

3.0 

2.9 

2.9 

2.4 

Peru..  ...  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

37.3 

25.1 

25.2 

19.1 

Philippines.  _ ...  . . . . . 

14.4 

13.0 

13.8 

10.4 

Poland... _ _ 

365.3 

38.9 

236.0 

1.0 

Portugal _ _  _ 

7.1 

7.1 

7.1 

5.2 

Spain _ _ _ _ _ 

456. 1 

363.6 

395.6 

188.1 

Thailand _  _ _ _  _ 

4.6 

4.3 

4.3 

3.2 

Turkev _ _ _ _ 

232.3 

198.5 

206.0 

110.3 

PAR  (Egypt) . . . . . 

198.8 

112.4 

126.5 

22.9 

VAR  (Syria) . . . . . . 

28.2 

7.7 

9.2 

.2 

United  Kingdom _ _ _ _ _ 

48.2 

43.8 

48.5 

21.7 

Uruguay _ _ _ _ _ 

46.4 

33.9 

34.7 

6.4 

Vietnam .  . . 

20.5 

10.4 

8.2 

3.6 

Yugoslavia _ 

408.5 

358.9 

388.6 

179.9 

Total _ _ _ 

5, 311. 3 

3,608.3 

4,013.4 

2 1, 715. 3 

1  Disbursements  exceed  collections  because  of  conversion  from  other  currencies. 

1  Excludes  about  $720,000  equivalent  disburses  in  non  title  I  countries  through  convertibility. 
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Table  3. —  Status  of  foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480  as  of  Sept.  SO,  1960 


[Amounts  are  in  million  dollar  equivalent] 


Uses  as  specified  in  sec.  104,  Public  Law  480 


104(c)  common  defense _ _ _ 

104(e)  grants  for  economic  development - 

104(e)  loans  to  private  enterprise . . - . 

104(g)  loans  to  foreign  governments - - 

U.S.  uses: 

Treasury:  104(f)  payment  of  U.S.  obligations - 

Agriculture:  104(a)  agricultural  market  development, 

104(k)  scientific  activities,  104(m)  agricultural  fairs - 

International  Cooperation  Administration:  104(d)  pur¬ 
chase  of  goods  for  other  countries - 

Defense:  Military  family  housing  1 2 . . — . 

State: 

104  (h)  and  (j)  international  educational  exchange  and 

American-sponsored  schools  and  centers - 

104(1)  buildings  for  U.S.  Government  use - - 

U.S.  Information  Agency:  104  (i)  and  (j)  translation  of 
books  and  periodicals  and  American-sponsored  centers.  _ 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  104(k)  scientific  activi¬ 
ties _ _ _ _ - 

National  Science  Foundation:  104(k)  scientific  activities.. 

Total . . . 


Allocation 
by  Bureau 
of  Budget 

Transfers 
to  agency 
accounts 

Disburse¬ 
ments  by 
agency 

317.8 

299.0 

268.2 

349.6 

219.3 

79.0 

255.0 

206.9 

35.4 

1,739.7 

1,566.7 

885.1 

584.2 

550.5 

313.7 

105.7 

67.8 

20.5 

63.9 

51.3 

30.8 

101.5 

105.6 

65.0 

63.8 

53.3 

14.5 

5.2 

.5 

15.1 

12.1 

3.1 

5.2 

.3 

1.6 

1.1 

.6 

3,608.3 

3, 134. 4 

21,715.9 

1  Includes  small  amount  for  other  104(f)  uses.  Defense  also  uses  currencies  for  104(k)  scientific  activities, 
totaling  less  than  $50,000  through  Sept.  30, 1960. 

2  Includes  $720,000  disbursed  in  nontitle  I  countries. 


The  Chairman.  There  is  one  other  thing  that  also  disturbs  me. 
I  know  in  some  countries  we  have  run  out  of  foreign  currency.  And 
I  am  told  that  you  cannot  take  foreign  currency  in  one  country  and 
convert  it  over  into  that  of  another  country.  Why  can  that  not  be 
done;  and  if  necessary,  why  do  we  not  amend  the  law  so  as  to  permit 
that  to  be  done,  to  be  used  in  that  fashion? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Mr.  Chairman,  under  title  I  agreements  we  do  try  to 
get  2  percent  as  convertible  foreign  currency.  We  have  had,  I  think, 
some  success  in  doing  this.  And  you  are  right  in  saying  that  in  a 
number  of  countries  today  we  are  getting  greatly  reduced  amounts 
of  local  currencies  compared  with  earlier  years  of  this  program. 

The  one  difficulty  that  other  countries  have  seen  in  the  local  cur¬ 
rency  program  for  permitting  a  larger  part  of  the  agreement  to  be 
used  on  a  convertible  basis  is  that  it  then  proves  to  be  a  straight  cash 
sale  to  a  larger  extent. 

We  have  so  far  had,  I  think,  reasonably  good  success  with  most 
countries  in  getting  agreement  to  convert  in  recent  programs.  And 
I  believe  that  our  proposals  for  this  year  for  agricultural  market 
development  purposes  where  we  have  to  have  hard  currencies  is  in 
the  order  of  $4.5  million,  of  which  we  have  already  been  able  to  con¬ 
vert  well  over  $3  million. 

In  other  words,  in  this  year’s  trade  promotion  work,  the  target 
figure  is  about  $4.5  million,  which  I  think  will  be  converted. 

I  do  not  know  that  we  need  a  specific  amendment  to  support  us 
further  in  this,  but  I  can  assure  you  that  this  is  the  desire  of  the 
administration  to  get  as  many  of  these  currencies  converted  as  are 
needed  for  the  trade  promotion  program. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  your  understanding,  then,  that  under  existing 
law  you  can  provide  in  the  basic  agreement  for  the  convertibility  of 
currency? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 
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The  Chairman.  I  thought  it  could  be  done,  but  my  recollection  is 
that  I  was  told  by  our  attache  in  Rome  that  all  of  the  counterpart 
funds  had  been  used  and  some  part  of  it  had  been  converted  into  funds 
used  in  connection  with  some  program  for  some  Scandinavian  country. 
Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  What  about  the  necessity  for  this  legislation? 
Do  vou  regard  it  urgent  that  we  pass  this  law? 

Mr.  Duncan.  We  do,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  How  much  money  do  you  have  now  uncommitted? 
Mr.  Duncan.  Uncommitted? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Approximately  $150  million.  We  have  requests  oil 
hand,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  are  imminent,  of  more  than  $1  billion. 
We  are  having  preliminary  discussions  on  an  additional  few  hundred 
million  dollars  of  programs.  The  small  balance  of  the  $2  billion  will 
be  used  for  programs  we  believe  will  come  up  soon  for  final  signature 
between  the  United  States  and  importing  country. 

The  Chairman.  Enough  requests  on  file  for  that? 

Mr.  Duncan.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  To  commit  the  funds? 

Mr.  Duncan.  Yes,  sir. 

Ine  Chairman.  Is  there  any  reason  why  we  should  not  insist  upon 
convertibility  in  all  contracts? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  trying  to  get  2  percent  in  all 
programs  at  the  present  time  for  agricultural  market  development 
The  Chairman.  What  is  that? 

Mr.  Tetro.  We  are  trying  to  get  2  percent  of  convertibility  into 
all  programs  at  the  present  time  for  agricultural  market  development 
I  he  Chairman.  Just  2  percent? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Why  do  you  not  make  it  all  100  percent  or  50 
percent?  Two  percent  is  no  amount,  I  think  it  is  important  for  this 
committee  to  have  for  these  bills  before  the  House  a  statement 
indicating  where  the  currency  is,  how  it  is  being  used,  how  much  has 
been  converted,  and  how  much  is  not  converted,  so  we  can  intelli¬ 
gently  understand  the  question. 

Mr.  Tetro.  We  will  supply  this  information. 

(The  information  follows:) 

In  developing  title  I  programs  the  Department  seeks  to  obtain  agreement  of 
participating  countries  to  permit  convertibility  of  2  percent  of  the  sales  proceeds 
m  most  cases,  this  is  being  obtained.  During  the  first  6  months  of  fiscal  year 
1961  the  market  value  of  agreements,  or  the  potential  amount  of  currencies  to  be 
received,  totaled  the  equivalent  of  $477.3  million  of  which  agreement  was 
obtained  to  convert  the  equivalent  of  $5.8  million. 

The  amounts  of  foreign  currencies  that  can  be  converted  under  the  program 
are  extremely  limited  because  countries  eligible  for  title  I  programs  are  those 
whose  financial  condition  precludes  the  purchase  of  commodities  on  a  normal 
cash  basis. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Short. 

Mr.  Short.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  question  that  I  wanted  to  ask 
Mr.  Duncan  and  Mr.  Tetro  covers  the  same  field.  And  that  is,  if 
they  would  provide  us  with  a  brief  explanation  of  what  the  reason 
is  for  this  rather  considerable  increase  in  the  potential  for  these 
foreign  sales  to  foreign  countries.  And  what  countries,  if  they  want 
to  delineate  it  that  much. 
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Mr.  Duncan.  The  Pakistan  4-year  agreement  we  are  discussing 
with  them  totals  right  out  at  $1  billion. 

Mr.  Short.  That  is  in  addition  to  what  was  anticipated  under 
the  availability  of  funds  that  are  included  in  the  last  session? 

Mr.  Duncan.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  had  in  our  testimony  the  two 
basic  reasons  for  these  increased  obligations  under  this  authority. 

The  first  is  that  a  number  of  countries,  owing  to  their  long-term 
development  programs,  are  anxious  to  take  advantage  of  the  multi¬ 
year  agreement.  When  we  sign  them,  we  obligate  for  the  entire 
amount. 

For  example,  the  Indian  agreement  of  last  year,  which  is  a  4-year 
agreement,  is  over  $2  billion  itself. 

In  addition  to  this  instance  there  is  very  much  increased  interest 
among  other  countries  in  multiyear  agreements. 

As  most  of  you  know,  sir,  there  have  been  some  difficult  weather 
situations  around  the  world,  and  this  is  one  of  the  reasons  for  the 
increase  for  wheat.  The  world,  as  a  whole,  has  had  some  difficulties 
with  crops. 

While  we  have  not  participated  in  the  shortages  in  the  Balkans, 
east  Balkans,  and  in  mainland  China,  some  of  our  competitors  have, 
and,  as  a  result,  we  have  been  filling  in,  in  back  of  them.  This  is  a 
definite  factor  in  the  wheat  increase. 

There  also  has  been  bad  weather  in  some  other  important  wheat 
areas. 

I  believe,  Mr.  Short,  these  are  the  two  big  reasons:  difficult  weather 
in  other  parts  of  the  world,  and  the  very  much  increased  interest  in 
multiyear  agreements. 

Mr.  Short.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  I  will  yield  to  Mr.  Poage. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  wanted  to  find  out,  do  we  now  have  a  pattern  for 
all  of  these  agreements — are  we  including  that  clause  in  all  of  these 
agreements? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  answer  to  that  is  that  it 
is  not  a  pattern.  The  fact  that  it  is  a  multiyear  agreement  of  a 
substantial  kind  having  some  relationship  to  a  national  economic 
development  program  has  increased  the  interest  of  other  countries 
in  doing  the  same  thing. 

But  as  the  committee  has  suggested  before,  we  feel  that  every 
request  is  a  separate  case. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  not  bothered  about  the  4-year  feature  of  it.  I 
think  that  is  essential.  I  have  already  expressed  ni}r  views  that  we 
must  give  these  people  that  for  a  substantial  period  of  time  if  we  are 
going  to  have  this  program.  They  cannot  do  it  on  a  year-to-year 
basis.  And  we  have  to  have  a  program,  and  you  have  got  to  have  the 
authority,  to  make  the  payment  over  a  period  of  years,  in  order  to 
make  the  program  satisfactory. 

What  I  am  talking  about,  what  I  am  not  satisfied  with,  and  what  I 
do  not  personally  approve  of — and  I  do  not  speak  for  anybody  but 
my  self- — is  this  matter  of  a  gift  of  42.5  percent.  Are  we  using  this 
policy  of  making  or  of  letting  480  be  used  as  a  means  of  covering  up 
direct  grants  to  countries? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  answer  to  that  is  a  part  of 
what  we  hope  to  present  to  the  committee  when  we  come  up  for  the 
extension  of  titles  I  and  II  of  Public  Law  480. 
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Mr.  Poage.  Have  you  since  we  entered  into  these  agreements— has 
every  other  agreement  that  you  have  in  this,  since  that  time,  con¬ 
tained  a  provision  for  a  grant? 

Mr.  Tetro.  The  answer  to  that  is  “No.” 

Mr.  Poage.  What  have  you  got  in  the  way  of  your  major  agree¬ 
ments — what  happens  on  your  major  agreements?  Have  you  in  effect 
basicallv  included  grants  to  other  nations? 

Mr.  T  etro.  In  many  agreements;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  Similar  to  the  Indian  agreement? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  it  is  a  pretty  well  established  policy  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  give  away  42.5  percent  of  anything  that  we  sell  under  Public 
Law  480;  is  that  not  right? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Mr.  Chairman — — 

Mr.  Poage.  Do  not  tell  me  “No,”  Mr.  O’Leary,  unless  you  can 
cite  me  the  cases  where  you  have  not  done  it  and  do  not  cite  me  a 
hundred-thousand-dollar  agreement,  either.  Let  us  talk  about  these 
billion-dollar  agreements  to  see  if  they  contain  that  kind  of  thing. 
What  does  the  Pakistan  agreement  contain? 

Mr.  Tetro.  It  has  not  been  negotiated  yet. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  you  proposing  to  put  it  in?  Do  you  propose  to 
give  them  42.5  percent? 

Mr.  Tetro.  1  do  not  know. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  are  you  going  to  say  to  Pakistan  that  we  treated 
India  one  way — we  gave  India  42.5  percent,  and  we  will  not  give  you 
42.5  percent— how  can  you  complete  the  agreement  if  you  do  that? 

You  would  have  to  follow  one  course  or  the  other,  gentlemen. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  know - 

Mr.  Poage.  We  know  that  you  must  do  that. 

Mr.  Tetro.  We  have  as  a  part  of  the  administration  policy  been 
making  substantial  grants  to  countries  as  is  shown  in  the  following 
table. 

The  percentage  of  foreign  currencies  set  aside  each  fiscal  year  in  agreements 
for  country  grants  is  as  follows: 


104(c)  common 
defense  grants 

104(e)  economic 
development 
grants 

Total  percent, 
104  (c)  and  (e) 
grants 

Fiscal  year: 

1955 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

7.0 

12.  7 

19.7 
17.  6 

1956 _ 

10.0 

7.  6 

1957 _ 

10.  9 

5.2 

16.1 
11  0 

1958 _ _ _ _ 

9.  6 

1.4 

1959 _ _ 

3.9 

9.0 

12.9 

28.9 

1960 _ 

1.8 

27.1 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  right.  I  know  that — we  know  you  have  been 
doing  it.  Why  do.  we  not  tell  the  U.S.  public  that?  And  why  does 
this  committee  not  act  upon  the  basis  that  we  are  going  to  understand 
that  what  you  propose  to  do  with  this  $2  billion  is  not  simply  to  sell 
for  foreign  currency,  but  to  give  away  42.5  percent  of  it  and  then 
sell  the  balance  for  foreign  currency? 

That  is  actually  what  we  are  doing,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Mr.  Chairman . 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  you  are  wrong,  but  you  can  make  an  argument 
in  behalf  of  giving  this  currency  away  later  on.  It  was  pointed  out 
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if  we  pass  this  authorization,  it  involves  giving  away,  plain  giving 
away,  of  over  $500  million. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  not  morally  wrong. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  not  saying  it  is.  This  clearly  involves  a  give¬ 
away  of  $0.5  billion  before  you  get  any  foreign  currencies. 

Mr.  Matthews.  The  committee  ought  to  know  about  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  all  I  am  contending.  This  committee  ought 
to  know  about  it.  I  think  the  Department  ought  to  tell  me  what  is 
in  these  bills.  I  think  we  ought  to  be  able  to  go  out  on  the  floor — 
and  if  there  is  a  good  reason  for  giving  away  $500  million,  Mr.  Mat¬ 
thews  ought  to  get  on  the  floor  and  defend  it.  If  there  is  not  a  good 
reason  for  it,  then  we  ought  not  to  bring  such  a  bill  out. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  state  two  things  on  this.  First, 
over  the  last  6  months  of  1960,  our  percentage  for  grants  as  such  is 
not  in  the  magnitude  of  42.5  percent.  They,  probably,  are  less  than 
10  percent.  This  is  on  the  basis  of  signed  agreements. 

On  the  other  hand,  Congressman  Poage - 

Mr.  Poage.  I  know  we  have  agreements  made  in  the  last  6  months; 
you  have  made  deliveries  on  some  of  those. 

Mr.  Tetro.  These  are  agreements  signed  in  the  last  6  months  of 
1960.  I  might  add,  however,  that  for  the  current  fiscal  year  as  a 
whole  the  percentage  of  grants  will  be  substantially  higher  than  10 
percent. 

As  to  the  general  question  that  Congressman  Poage  has  raised,  Mr. 
Chairman,  on  that  question,  there  are  other  people  who  do  share  his 
views.  And  the  reason  I  think  we  are  unable  today  to  give  a  more 
direct  answer  is  that  this  problem  is  being  studied.  There  are  many 
eminent  economists  who,  along  with  our  Congressman  from  Texas, 
feel  this  should  be  looked  at  rather  carefully  to  see  if  there  is  not  some 
other  way  that  both  we  and  the  other  countries  would  agree  is  a 
better  way  to  handle  it. 

But  I  think  the  Secretary  will  agree  we  are  not  in  position  today 
to  say  how  those  are  going  to  develop.  But  I  can  assure  Congressman 
Poage  that  his  point  of  view  is  definitely  being  taken  into  account 
and  is  shared  by  other  people. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  long  do  you  think  the  $2  billion  will  last? 

Mr.  Tetro.  To  the  end  of  this  year,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  Until  the  end  of  this  year? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  long  will  it  take  to  use  up  that  $1.5  billion? 

Mr.  Tetro.  What? 

Mr.  Poage.  How  long  will  it  take  to  use  up  the  $1.5  billion? 

Mr.  Tetro.  We  have  had  in  the  current  authority  $3.5  billion. 
This  is  now  practically  all  obligated.  We  have  about  $150  million  left, 
which  would  not  cover  agreements  already  in  process  of  negotiation. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  had  $1.5  billion  in  last  year’s  authorization,  did 
you  not? 

Mr.  Tetro.  $1.5  billion  per  jrear,  plus  $500  million  carryover  from 
unused  previous  funds. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  long  did  it  take  to  use  that? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Roughly,  15  months. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  long? 

Mr.  Tetro.  The  $1.5  billion? 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes. 
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Mr.  Tetro.  Less  than  a  year. 

Mr.  Poage.  Less  than  a  year? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes. 

Mr.  Poage.  It  took  about  9  months.  It  has  been  in  the  last  fiscal 
year? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Over  the  2-year  period,  sir,  we  are  now,  roughly, 
what — 15  months — and  the  programs  have  just  about  taken  up  the 
$3.5  billion  available. 

Mr.  Poage.  Well,  now,  I  notice  that  the  bill  contains  language  that 
I  think  may  have  been  provided  possibly  in  the  past: 

in  amounts  in  excess  of  $3.5  billion,  plus  any  amount  by  which  agreements  entered 
into  in  the  preceding  calendar  year  have  been  called  or  will  call  for  appropriations 
to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts  less  than  authorized 
for  such  preceding  year  by  this  Act  as  in  effect  during  such  preceding  year. 

Does  that  mean  that  the  $2  billion  we  appropriate - 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  interrupt.  Your  appropriations  for  the 
calendar  year  are  $2  billion. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  You  have  committed  all  funds  up  into  March;  is 
that  right? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  You  need  $2  billion  more,  to  carry  on  for  the  rest 
of  the  year? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  And  it  commits  $1.5  billion  from  January  to 
March.  That  is  what  it  has  in  mind.  I  suppose  all  of  them  have  a 
certain  amount  of  grant. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Most  of  them  do. 

The  Chairman.  Most  of  them  do  have  grants? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  You  provide  in  the  agreement  that  the  country 
with  which  you  are  dealing  use  a  certain  portion  of  the  funds  for 
internal  improvement;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Tetro.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Duncan.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  And  then  some  of  it  is  in  loans? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes;  in  most  cases. 

The  Chairman.  And  a  percent  is  for  promotional  purposes,  and  a 
certain  amount  is  set  apart  for  that  what  they  call  the  Cooley  pro¬ 
vision? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  A  lot  of  those  countries  with  which  you  have  been 
dealing,  have  deleted  those  funds,  have  they  not? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Have  those  funds  run  completely  out? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Why  would  it  not  be  well  to  insure  the  use  of  those 
funds  in  basic  agreements  so  that  the  funds  shall  be  set  aside,  as  we 
indicated  they  should  be?  I  understand  some  countries  do  not  like 
the  idea  of  loaning  this  money  to  local  businessmen  to  expand  indus- 
ries  in  their  own  nation.  Is  that  not  true?  That  is  one  of  the 
difficulties? 

Mr.  Duncan.  We  have  run  into  that.  Mr.  Ioanes,  Mr.  Chairman, 
can  give  you  that  information. 

67894 — 61 — * — 3 
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Mr.  Ioanes.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  If  we  are  going  to  give  away  all  of  this  money  in 
all  of  these  other  countries,  why  cannot  we  insist  upon  these  conditions 
being  carried  out  in  the  basic  agreements  with  the  countries  receiving 
them  or  hold  off  the  deal? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  In  most  cases  we  have  come  mighty  close  to  that. 
With  regard  to  the  Cooley  provision  you  talk  of,  without  identifying 
particular  countries — -I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  do  that  on  the 
record — there  are  two  countries  that  refused  to  permit  any  loans  to 
American  business.  The  alternative  is  to  say,  “No”  to  them  com¬ 
pletely  and  not  move  the  commodity,  or  to  negotiate  as  best  you  can 
and  hope  that  next  year  you  will  do  a  better  job  of  convincing  them. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  not  agree  that  in  order  to  move  com¬ 
modities  you  are  going  to  have  to  make  up  your  mind  about  that? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  You  are  not  asking  for  any  additional  authority— 
you  are  asking  for  money.  You  are  asking  for  the  appropriation  of  $2 
billion  more.  Mr.  Poage  was  the  author  of  the  amendment  that  we 
wrote  into  the  law  authorizing  the  sale  for  a  period  of  20  years  at  low 
interest  rates.  And  yet  up  to  now  you  have  not  made  any  long-term 
loans  and  you  have  not  committed  any  at  low  interest  rates.  If  you 
will  use  the  authority  put  in  the  bill  by  this  Congress  for  this,  we 
feel  it  would  help.  The  maximum  has  been  used  as  a  minimum  inter¬ 
est  rate.  If  you  carry  out  the  intent  and  purpose  of  this  law  at 
low  interest  rates,  and  make  it  15  years  instead  of  2  and  3  years, 
you  will  remove  these  objections. 

Mr.  Duncan.  We  agree  with  you  that  this  authority  should  be 
used.  As  I  said  before,  we  are  very  concerned  about  moving  these 
commodities  for  dollars,  and  I  know  your  views  on  this.  Over  a  long 
period  of  time  you  have  made  them  clear. 

We  feel  wo  are  moving  in  the  right  direction  because  we  are  hopeful 
of  signing  an  agreement  soon  with  a  country  under  title  IV  with  pay¬ 
ment  in  dollars  at  3.75  percent.  I  believe  that  is  what  you  are 
interested  in. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  much? 

Mr.  Duncan.  3.75-percent  interest. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  want  this  in  the  record.  What  I  proposed  as  the 
author  was  2-percent  interest  and  that  is  because  the  Soviets  are,  at 
least  claiming,  to  make  loans  at  2  percent  and  the  world  believes  it, 
whether  it  is  true  or  not.  On  the  other  side  of  the  coin,  we  are  selling 
commodities  which  we  now  have  in  storage  which  are  costing  us  some 
14  to  20  percent  a  year  in  carrying  charges.  And  if  you  can  get 
2-percent  interest,  instead  of  paying  14  percent,  you  are  getting  about 
16-percent  return  on  your  money.  There  is  not  another  place  I  know 
of  where  the  U.S.  Government  can  make  that  kind  of  return  other  than 
through  this  program. 

The  1.75-percent  difference,  which  is  nearly  50  percent  more  than 
the  Soviet  claims  to  be  charging,  is  enough  to  make  the  difference 
of  whether  you  sell  in  a  great  many  countries  or  whether  you  do  not 
sell.  It  is  a  100-percent  increase  in  carrying  costs  for  the  purchasing 
countries.  It  is  a  question  of  whether  we  pay  16  or  save  14.25  percent. 
I  am  in  favor  of  saving  14.25  percent  rather  than  lose  the  deal. 

You  are  not  selling  anything  that  you  do  not  have  a  storage  charge 
on,  are  you?  ... 
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Mr.  Duncan.  That  is  right  for  the  great  bulk  of  commodities. 

Mr.  Poage.  Every  time  you  sell  something  you  are  saving  a  storage 
charge.  Once  you  save  that  charge,  it  is  equivalent  to  additional 
interest  to  the  U.S.  Government. 

So  I  do  not  want  you  to  feel  that  this  member  of  the  committee  is 
satisfied — and  I  want  to  speak  only  for  myself — I  do  not  want  you  to 
understand  that  this  member  of  the  committee  is  a  bit  satisfied  with 
that  interest  rate. 

Mr.  Duncan.  This  country  thought  it  was  a  good  deal.  They 
were  willing  to  pay  3.75  percent.  We  are  not  necessarily  setting  that 
as  any  standard  to  go  by. 

Another  thing  is  that  we  are,  also,  sending  abroad  under  Public 
Law  480,  title  I,  crops  that  are  not  under  price  support. 

Mr.  Poage.  What  is  that? 

Mr.  Duncan.  Poultry,  for  example. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  are  not  selling  dried  eggs  that  are  in  storage. 
You  are  not  drying  eggs  just  to  sell  them. 

Mr.  Duncan.  These  commodities  come  out  of  the  market. 

)  Mr.  Poage.  Are  you  buying  them  and  drying  them  just  for  the 
purpose  of  selling  them  at  a  discount? 

Mr.  Duncan.  They  are  eligible  under  title  IV. 

Mr.  Poage.  They  are  in  surplus? 

Mr.  Duncan.  Yes,  that  is  correct.  I  do  want  to  reiterate  what  I 
have  said,  we  are  taking  a  good  look  at  opportunities  to  use  title  IV. 

The  Chairman.  On  this  question  of  financing  with  some  of  these 
countries,  they  cannot  do  business  with  us  because  they  thought  our 
interest  rate  was  too  high  and  our  repayment  period  too  short.  If 
you  will  use  the  law  as  Congress  has  given  it  to  you,  I  think  you  will 
move  these  commodities. 

Mr.  Duncan.  We  are  doing  that. 

The  Chairman.  One  other  question. 

We  authorized  the  use  of  these  commodities  in  barter  transactions 
by  the  Department  for  strategic  materials  selected  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  not  by  Congress,  not  by  this  committee. 

Now,  I  understand  we  have  some  material  for  which  we  bartered, 
about  $105  million  in  storage,  which  are  worth  more  than  when  we  got 
them.  Why  can  you  not  step  up  that?  I  would  rather  have  strategic 

)  material  rather  than  have  surpluses  piled  up  here  that  we  cannot  use. 
What  do  you  say  about  that? 

Mr.  Duncan.  We  are  studying  this  barter  program  very  carefully. 
And  we  will,  certainly,  in  the  very  near  future  establish  a  firm  policy 
on  this.  Barter  can  be  useful  to  move  commodities. 

Mr.  Poage.  In  that  connection,  may  I  ask  this  question?  We  an¬ 
ticipate  there  is  going  to  be  a  sugar  bill  authorizing  substantial  pur¬ 
chases  of  sugar.  A  good  many  of  those  countries  which  produce 
sugar  are,  also,  recipients  of  our  food  under  Public  Law  480.  Why 
should  we  not — why  is  it  not  good  business — maybe  the  President 
has  plans  for  doing  this — I  wonder  if  you  have  any  plans — of  using 
this  in  foreign  trade,  when  we  want  to  buy  sugar  from  a  country  we 
will  do  so  providing  they  take  some  American  wheat,  they  take  some 
American  cotton?  If  we  are  going  to  buy  their  sugar  at  a  favorable 
rate,  why  not  do  that? 


16 


AMEND  TITLE  I  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  48  0 


The  Chairman.  That  is  a  concrete  example.  If  we  take  1,000  tons 
of  sugar,  have  them  take  back  a  boatload  of  wheat.  That  makes 
sense  to  me. 

Mr.  Poage.  They  did  not  talk  about  the  wheat  in  that  relation. 
They  talked  about  taking  wheat  under  Public  Law  480. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Poage.  Taking  wheat  back  under  Public  Law  480  and  have 
us  pay  them  cash  for  sugar. 

What  I  want  to  know  is  why  we  cannot  do  this,  in  the  agreement 
with  India?  I  am  not  advocating  breaking  agreements,  What  I  am 
talking  about  is  when  we  go  to  dealing  with  other  countries,  and  there 
are  sales,  they  get  commodities  under  Public  Law  480.  Are  we 
talking  to  these  people  about  the  proposition  if  you  want  to  sell  us 
sugar,  how  much  wheat  will  you  bu}-? 

Mr.  Duncan.  We  would  have  to  take  a  good  look  at  this. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  we  dealing  with  anybody  now  on  the  basis  of  selling 
them  American  wheat  or  other  surplus  commodities  and  their  sellin°- 
us  sugar  in  return? 

Mr.  Duncan.  Congressman  Poage,  on  a  direct  barter  basis? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  not  talking  about  a  barter  basis.  Of  course, 
under  this  bill  the  President  will  have  the  say  as  to  what  country  from 
winch  we  are  going  to  buy  a  great  deal  of  sugar.  There  is  no  criteria 
as  it  stands  today.  The  President  has  that  authority  to  buy  where 
ho  thinks  best.  It  does  not  mean  that  John  Kennedy  is  going  out 
and  doing  this.  It  means  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Do  you 
have  any  negotiations  with  any  country — I  will  not  ask  you  to  name 
any  do  you  have  any  negotiations  going  on  wit  h  any 'countries  to 
suggest  that,  Ii  you  will  buy  X  number  of  bushels  of  American 
wheat - 

The  Chairman.  Or  barter  it. 

Mr.  Poage  (continuing).  “That  we  will  then  authorize  the  sale  of 
A  tons  ot  sugar  m  the  American  market  at  a  favorable  price?” 

Do  you  have  have  those  kind  of  negotiations? 

a  f1'  J?lINCAN<  There  may  be  three  or  four  proposals. 

Mr.  Poage.  Do  you  think  well  of  that? 

at  ^UNCAN-  *  think  we  need  to  see  what  they  involve 
,  yri  ?,OAGE-  Do  you  not  think  that  otherwise'  it  would  be  rather 
foolish  it  along  about  May  you  come  up  and  show  us  that  vou  have 
made  1  ubhc  Law  480  agreements,  using  the  $2  billion  that  you  are 
asking  for  now,  with  countries  that  could  have  paid  us  money  or  in 
sugar,  or  in  other  products? 

Mi  Duncan.  I  hope  we  can  look  at  these  instances  in  the  very 
near  future.  J 

Mr.  Poage.  I  want  to  know  what  you  are  going  to  do.  Would  you 
not,  agree  that  it  would  look  rather  ridiculous  if  you  came  up  with 
those  kind  of  statements?  v 

Mr.  Duncan.  I  would  say  this,  Mr.  Cooley,  that  we  must  examine 

ill  esc  cases. 

M!miL,^IRuAN'  Lft  me  giv?  7ou  one  case-  A  delegation  from 
Manila  is  on  its  way  here— on  their  way  to  Washington— coming  here 

anymore  quota  ^  ^  ^  ^  m°re  sugar’  to  have  more  quota 

thi™w!  T]]Un  H0f  the  fact  that  theT  have  on  theil’  books  over 
ttieie  now  a  law  that  discriminates  against  American-grown  tobacco. 
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1  do  not  think  that  they  come  in  good  grace  here  when  they  come  here 
asking  us  to  let  them  sell  sugar  in  our  market,  and  they  refuse  to  take 
in  return  American  goods. 

Mr.  Dttncan.  I  agree  that  we  should  seek  to  eliminate  such  trade 
barriers. 

The  Chairman.  I  want  somebody  to  tell  them.  1  do  not  believe 
in  this  business  of  giving  them  freedom  for  shipping  in  sugar  and  then 
they  sit  back  over  there  and  play  footsie  with  everybody  else  in  the 
world  excepting  they  will  not  buy  our  tobacco.  That  is  what  1 
think  Mr.  Poage  has  in  mind. 

We  put  in  the  sugar  bill.  And  we  want  consideration  to  be  given 
to  countries  that  have  been  purchasing  and  are  willing  to  purchase 
American  surplus  commodities.  And  you  are  the  one  that  is  going 
to  be  held  to  account  for  seeing  that  it  is  properly  administered. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  have  this  program  for  market  development.  We 
gave  you  authority  to  use  5  percent  of  the  money. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes;  5  percent. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  you  used  it  for  promotion  of  sale  of  our  products 
abroad? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Much  of  it;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  never  have  used  the  5  percent? 

Mr.  Tetro.  No,  sir;  not  in  total. 

Mr.  Poage.  Why? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  asked  the  groups  with  whom 
we  are  cooperating  in  market  development  to  sit  down  with  us.  We 
met  with  them  a  week  before  last  to  review  this  entire  program.  We 
are  trying  to  develop  market  development  plans  far  enough  ahead  so 
we  will  know  what  the  needs  are  in  this  area.  And  then  I  think  we 
will  have  a  report  which  will  give  us  a  better  idea  of  what  these 
demands  are.  Part  of  the  answer  to  Congressman  Poage’s  question  is 
that  so  far  promotion  programs  with  trade  cooperators  have  been 
carried  on  with  the  2-percent  convertibility  plus  the  availability  of 
other  funds  in  countries  where  they  are  working  has  been  sufficient. 

Mr.  Poage.  Is  the  2  percent  intended  only  to  take  care  of  the  trade 
development  fund? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  all  you  are  trying  to  get? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  I  might  add  this:  The  2  percent  in  conversion  means 
going  to  a  government  like  India,  for  example,  and  asking  them  to 
convert  rupees  into  German  marks  or  into  Swiss  francs.  So  the  con¬ 
version  refers  to  other  countries  other  than  the  big  title  I  countries. 
And  then  of  course,  we  also  have  use  of  currencies  in  the  title  I  country 
for  market  development. 

Mr.  Poage.  In  most  cases  the  effect  of  that  is  making  that  much 
available  in  dollars? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes. 

Mr.  Poage.  They  pa}7  2  percent  in  dollars? 

Mr.  Tetro.  The  other  side  of  this  coin,  Mr.  Congressman,  is  to 
develop  cash  markets.  This  effort  is  largely  in  hard  currency  coun¬ 
tries.  We  really  have  to  convert. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  know.  But  we  have  to  have  convertibility  to  use 
most  of  this? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  In  other  words,  if  you  develop  the  German  or  French 
markets,  you  are  not  sending  Public  Law  480  goods  over  there,  and 
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you  have  no  development  fund  for  those  areas  where  you,  probably, 
would  have  American  money  if  you  developed  it.  Consequently,  if 
the  development  is  to  mean  anything,  you  have  to  convert  rupees  and 
other  currencies — you  have  got  to  convert  some  of  it  into  Western 
European  currencies  to  make  sure  that  your  development  is  effective. 

The  Chairman.  Would  it  not  be  an  advantage  if  you  increased  that 
2  percent  to,  say,  10  percent  convertibility? 

Mr.  Tetro.  At  present  we  do  not  have  programs  that  would  require 
that  much.  This  is  10  percent  of  some  pretty  large  numbers  and 
involves  underdeveloped  countries  with  scarce  foreign  exchange.  We 
will  know  soon  what  our  trade  promotion  needs  are. 

I  would  suspect,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  currently  the  5  percent  is 
enough.  We  would  like  to  talk  with  you  about  this  as  we  develop 
our  plans. 

The  Chairman.  Not  for  promotional  purposes.  I  am  talking  about 
convertibility. 

Mr.  Tetro.  For  other  uses? 

rl  he  Chairman.  To  provide  for  convertibility  of  that  amount. 
Then  you  have  flexibility. 

Mr.  Jennings.  Would  you  not  be  creating  this  5  percent  in  cash? 
The  Chairman.  Not  in  dollars,  but  in  some  other  foreign  currency. 
Mr.  Jennings.  The  same  thing. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Mr.  Duncan,  what  is  the  primary  obi'ective  and 
purpose  of  Public  Law  480?  1 

Mr.  Duncan.  Well,  I  think  it  has  several,  Mr.  Hoeven.  For  one 
tlnng,  I  think  it  is  to  develop  our  agricultural  trade  with  foreign 
nations. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Foreign  nations;  did  you  say? 

Mr.  Duncan.  Yes;  with  foreign  nations,  our  agricultural  trade  in 
foreign  nations.  Also,  in  a  way  to  help  our  foreign  policy. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  think  you  will  find  that  Public  Law  480  was  written 
m  this  committee.  Its  primary  objective  and  purpose  was  to  dispose 
o.l  surplus  agricultural  commodities,  because  those  surplus  commodi¬ 
ties  were  influencing  the  market.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  Tetro.  That  is  correct 

Mr.  Hoeven.  The  thing  that  concerns  me  is  that  Public  Law  480 
is  very  rapidly  getting  to  be  a  welfare  program.  If  it  is  to  be  converted 
into  a  welfare  program,  then  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  will  soon 
lose  its  jurisdiction.  I  can  visualize  the  whole  program  becoming 
involved  in  loreign  affairs  and  health,  education,  and  welfare  matters. 

lour  prepared  statement  is  replete  with  suggestions  that  we  should 
primarily  be  concerned  with  improving  nutrition  throughout  the  world 
on  a  continuing  basis,  and  that  the  legislation  affords  an  opportunity 
to  attack  hunger  and  malnutrition  overseas  This  is  all  very  well 
and  appropriate,  and  I  have  no  objection  to  such  objectives.  But 
the  thing  I  fear  is  that  this  entire  program  is  rapidly  developing  into 
a  worldwide  welfare  program  instead  of  the  program  for  which  the 
legislation  was  originally  intended. 

Do  3Tou  have  the  same  concern? 

Mr.  Duncan  No,  sir;  our  primary  concern  here,  Mr.  Hoeven,  is  to 
move  our  agricultural  commodities  into  foreign  lands. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Well,  in  the  basic  law  there  is  no  reference  whatso¬ 
ever  to  improving  the  economic  situation  of  the  countries  in  the  world 
or  to  be  concerned  about  then*  nutrition  problems  or  anything  else, 
the  objective  is  to  dispose  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities.  I 
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think  that  should  be  a  matter  of  concern  for  the  Department  and  the 
administration.  You  are  requesting  a  new  authorization  of  $2  billion. 

Evidence  before  the  committee  indicates  that  during  the  first  3 
months  of  this  year  you  have  committed  about  $1.5  billion.  At  that 
rate,  you  will  need  about  $6  billion,  which  is  largely,  as  I  see  it  now,  in 
the  welfare  category.  You  will  have  to  justify  every  dollar  of  that 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

How  are  you  going  to  do  it? 

Mr.  Duncan.  We  believe  we  have  sound  programs  for  an  additional 
$2  billion.  Also  there  are  provisions  in  the  law  for  grants  for  eco¬ 
nomic  development. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  In  your  prepared  statement  you  say: 

We  do  not  view  it  as  a  problem  which  forces  us  into  a  surjrlus  disposal  operation. 

Does  that  mean  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  you  to  administer  this  as 
a  welfare  program? 

Mr.  Duncan.  No,  sir.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Why  then  do  you  say? 

We  do  not  view  it  as  a  problem  which  forces  us  into  a  surplus  disposal  operation. 

That  is  on  page  3,  the  last  paragraph  of  your  statement. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  comment  on  the  Congress¬ 
man’s  question,  the  name  this  committee  gave  to  the  law  was,  “The 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act.”  And  while 
one  sentence  taken  out  of  context  here  would  indicate  a  view  that  it  is 
only  surplus  disposal — -there  might  have  been  that— I  believe  this 
committee  and  the  farmers  of  this  country  have  always  looked  on  this 
as  a  program  to  promote  the  export  of  U.S.  agricultural  commodities. 

The  reference  to  the  surplus  disposal — by  far  most  of  the  effort  has 
been  in  the  movement  of  commodities  which  have  been  under  price 
support,  but  not  all.  We  have  had  some  difficulties  in  negotiating 
agreements  with  other  countries  because  they  did  feel  that  we  were 
trying  to  dump  ‘  the  surpluses,  that  these  were  goods  which  were 
unwanted. 

The  statement  that  Mr.  Duncan  has  given  here,  sir,  is  aimed  to  try 
to  indicate  to  other  countries  that  we  feel  these  commodities  are  worth 
something,  that  we  are  not  doing  ourselves  a  favor  necessarily,  we  are 
trying  to  promote  trade.  We  are  trying  to  use  the  agricultural 
abundance  of  this  country  in  a  useful  fashion. 

But  this  committee  has  also  recognized  that  if  there  were  no  such 
markets  there  would  come  a  time  when  the  U.S.  agriculture  within 
itself  would  say,  “We  won’t  produce  these  any  more.” 

We  are  trying  to  change  an  attitude  here  so  that  other  countries 
will  understand  that  these  are  important  sources  of  capital  to  them 
and  they  are  not  just  surpluses  that  we' are  trying  to  get  rid  of. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  You  told  Mr.  Poage  that  42.5  percent  of  the  money 
goes  into  direct  grants — Mr.  DuncanTold^him  that.  What  is  your 
justification  for  the  $2  billion?  Why  not  spell  it  out. 

Mr.  Duncan.  We  need  it  to  meet  requests  from  food  deficit 
countries. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  For  what? 

Mr.  Duncan.  To  carry  out  the  requests  that  these  foreign  countries 
have  made.  Right  now  we  are  down  to  $150  million.  We  want  to 
negotiate  an  agreement  with  Pakistan. 

We  have  other  requests  that  total  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars — 
well  over  a  billion  dollars  right  now  that  are  ready  to  be  started. 
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Mr.  Hoeven.  How  much  money  will  be  going  into  direct  grants? 
Mr.  Ioanes.  Mr.  Hoeven,  we  cannot  give  you  precise  figures  on 
what  will  go  into  grants.  I  would  guess  offhand  that  about  25  to  30 
percent  of  the  foreign  currencies  generated  under  the  $2  billion 
authorization  would  be  for  grants. 

Air.  Hoeven.  In  my  judgment  you  will  have  to  make  a  complete 
justification  for  the  added  money  not  only  before  this  committee  but 
before  the  Appropriations  Committee.  At  the  rate  you  are  spending 
mone\  so  far  this  year,  it  wfill  amount  to  about  $6  billion  a  year. 

Mr.  Ioanes.  Mr.  Hoeven,  basically  what  you  are  saying  is  there 
have  been  changes  m  this  program  since  it  started.  That  is  correct. 

I  recall  in  reading  a  conference  report  once  issued  by  this  committee 
it  said  that  the  administrators  of  this  program  were  not  utilizing  the 
authority  in  the  law  to  make  grants  for  economic  development  in 
countries  I  do  not  recall  the  exact  year  that  that  was  done,  but  in 
one  of  the  reports  m  extending  the  law  this  committee  took  the 
position  that  greater  use  should  be  made  of  that  particular  grant 
authority. 

It  seems  to  me  when  we  talk  about  surplus  disposal  as  opposed  to  ^ 
what  you  call  a  welfare  program,  we  are  trying  to  define  an  area  here 
that  is  very  difficult  to  nail  down  exactly. 

Air.  Hoeven.  Let  me  ask  you  this - * 

Air.  Ioanes.  Yes. 

Mr  Hoeven.  Do  you  need  the  full  $2  billion  to  dispose  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities?  J 

Mr.  Ioanes.  Yes,  sir. 

All .  Hoev  en.  One  more  question :  I  notice  in  the  prepared  statement 
leference  is  made  to  the  food  for  peace  program,  wherein  is  stated: 

a  slogan  and  m°re  f°reign  C0,Intries  now  understand  that  food  for  peace  is  not 

Do  you  infer  from  that  that  the  food  for  peace  program  has  onlv 
been  a  slogan  in  the  past?  .  B  y 

Mi.  Duncan.  I  did  not  get  the  question. 

Air  Hoeven.  On  page  2  of  Mr.  Duncan’s  statement  it  savs  “that, 
food  for  peace  is  not  a  slogan.”  Do  you  infer  from  that  statement 

oX  ahtogan?6™118  administratio"  «>e  food  for  peace  program 

Air.  Duncan.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 

Air.  Hoeven.  What  do  you  mean? 

Mr  Tetro  Congressman  Hoeven,  the  “food  for  peace”  as  a  term 

il  i  S  i°gaiV  1  *you  Wlf?h’  ^s  been  with  us  now  about  2  years.  And 
leie  has  been  considerable  discussion  as  to  its  paternity  But  I 
hink  it  has  been  accepted  by  farmers  in  this  country  as  an  idea  of 

.n'Lnf  -0  USG  •?  a?ncu,  tural  abundance  of  the  United' States  to  help 
maintain  security  in  the  world.  ^ 

The  term  as  used  here— saying,  “Food  for  peace”— is  not  a  slogan 
he  development  ol  these  programs  has  extended  over  several  v  Jars’ 

1  ood  lor  peace  has  only  been  with  us  about  2  years  and  has  develoned 
into  a  more  specific,  different  kind  of  program  Previously  it  did  not 

have  as  much  of  a  practical  significance  Piously  it  did  not 

And  we  have  tended,  I  think,  more  and  more  to  discover  that  food 
oi  peace  is  what  we  are  doing,  it  is  what  this  committee  asked  us  to  do 

Security  Act*  of  Tq^?1  Y?  ag°L  ha-d  sectio”  550  of  thc  Mutual 
security  Act  ol  19o3,  which  is  the  first  tune  we  officially  tried  to  n<u» 

sui pluses  in  support  ol  an  international  security  program. 
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Mr.  Hoeven.  I  am  glad  you  give  recognition  to  the  fact  that  the 
food-for-peace  program  is  about  2  years  old. 

Mr.  Tetro.  We  have  heard  that  the  food-for-peace  program  may 
be  40  years  old — I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  did  want  to  remind  you  gentlemen  that  the  first 
reference  to  a  food-for-peace  program  in  a  Presidential  message,  was 
in  a  message  sent  to  the  Congress  by  President  Eisenhower  last  year. 

I  think  the  record  should,  also,  show  that  Mr.  Don  Paarlberg, 
an  assistant  to  President  Eisenhower,  had  his  office  in  the  White  House 
and  was  in  direct  charge  of  the  food-for-peace  program.  I  did  not 
want  the  country  to  get  the  impression  the  food-for-peace  proposal 
was  a  creature  of  the  New  Frontier. 

I  want  the  food-for-peace  program  to  succeed.  I  was  one  of  those 
who  recommended  that  the  food-for-peace  proposal  be  incorporated 
in  President  Eisenhower’s  farm  message. 

Mr.  Teague.  Will  you  yield?  It  is  40  years  old — it  was  mentioned 
in  1920 — that  was  during  a  Republican  administration. 

The  Chairman.  It  was  an  idea. 

Mr.  Gathings.  This  request  for  $2  billion,  if  it  is  approved  by  the 
Congress,  would  give  you  a  rate  of  disposal  under  title  I  of  $2,750 
million  for  the  fiscal  year  1960  and  1961;  would  it  not? 

Mr.  Duncan.  That  is  true  for  calendar  1960  and  1961  programing. 

Mr.  Gathings.  Is  that  greater  in  extent  of  the  disposal  programs 
than  for  1959  calendar  year? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Fiscal  1959? 

Mr.  Gathings.  Well,  calendar  year — this  comes  in  on  the  calendar 
year  basis — 12-month  period  of  time. 

Mr.  Duncan.  About  $1  billion,  I  believe  it  ran. 

Mr.  Gathings.  It  was  what? 

Mr.  Duncan.  $1  billion  in  1959. 

Mr.  Gathings.  The  statement  reflects  that  this  request  is  in  line 
with  the  requests  under  title  I  in  previous  years.  And  I  was  wonder¬ 
ing,  would  it  exceed  the  usual  movement  under  title  I;  is  it  more  or 
less? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Congressman  Gathings,  I  think  we  can  give  you  a 
general  answer  now,  but  if  you  would  permit,  we  would  like  to  put 
it  in  the  record  year  by  year.  However,  part  of  the  difficulty  here  is 
that  the  year-by-year  use  has  been  moving  up. 

In  our  statement  we  say  that  the  fiscal  year  which  we  are  now 
finishing,  1960-61,  will  be  the  largest  movement  of  title  I  commodities 
on  record. 

(The  information  follows:) 

In  response  to  the  request  to  indicate  the  CCC  cost  of  title  I  programs  by  time 
periods,  the  following  shows  agreements  signed  during  each  fiscal  year: 

[In  millions] 


Fiscal  year  1955 _  $466 

Fiscal  year  1956 _  958 

Fiscal  year  1957 _  b  470 

Fiscal  year  1958 _  998 

Fiscal  year  1959 _  b  138 

Fiscal  year  1960 - -  b  722 

Fiscal  year  1961  through  Mar.  15,  1961 - - - 2,  348 


Country  detail  is  available  in  the  following  list  giving  the  dates  of  signatures 
for  each  agreement  signed  since  the  beginning  of  the  program  through  the  present 
date. 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture — Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

Title,  I,  Public  Law  .(HO:  Agreements  signed  from  beginning  of  ■program  (as  modified 
big  purchase  authorization  transactions )  through  Mar.  15,  1961 

[Dollar  amounts  in  thousands] 


Market 
value 
excluding 
ocean  trans 
porta  tion 

Ocean 

transpor¬ 

tation 

Estimated 
CCC  cost 
including 
ocean  trans¬ 
portation 

1  $17,330 

$4,  759 

$32, 205 

5  38, 021 

5.297 

64, 942 

27, 545 

1,242 

34, 248 

4,  559 

396 

6,  906 

2,  944 

305 

6,016 

19,094 

1,103 

20,884 

5,  670 

128 

8, 211 

4,143 

333 

5, 687 

7,  887 

831 

13,682 

5, 0S8 

84 

5,172 

6,  522 

1,165 

13,  051 

49,  623 

1,650 

67,  485 

77,  607 

6,842 

105,177 

13,998 

841 

14,839 

15,  000 

205 

15,  205 

5,  487 

572 

7,  730 

3,  573 

687 

7,279 

1,900 

100 

2.000 

4.166 

300 

5,  763 

5,  576 

497 

9,  785 

7,  261 

924 

13,498 

3,080 

322 

6,021 

326,  081 

28,  581 

465,817 

650 

650 

1,044 

1,044 

17.545 

3, 813 

39,  542 

3,135 

278 

4,282 

9, 976 

429 

10,  607 

15, 980 

1.942 

27,566 

35,  680 

4,  979 

73, 422 

4.818 

782 

10, 225 

10,  756 

662 

15.  526 

23,  011 

89 

26, 195 

1,197 

1, 197 

(2) 

0 

0 

42,  461 

6, 340 

70, 729 

14, 881 

559 

15,440 

0 

0 

0 

21, 115 

1.211 

31,  508 

21,081 

797 

31,464 

4,899 

674 

10, 316 

9,  999 

9,999 

7,344 

1,013 

15,  546 

5,849 

232 

6,081 

9,963 

2,  612 

20.  801 

16.  850 

28,900 

90,951 

7, 123 

143,  959 

59,  929 

4,492 

77,233 

3,  825 

193 

4.018 

41,892 

4,  959 

53,  659 

32,  164 

2,279 

46,  768 

4,  444 

270 

9, 324 

14,  264 

1,061 

22,  282 

0 

0 

0 

2.598 

328 

4,539 

2,470 

295 

4,  370 

9,807 

1.258 

18,703 

6,  282 

862 

13,4 

57,  457 

6,  ()t>4 

96.3 

12,  000 

186. 

12, 

616,  320 

56, 977' 

957, 938 

6,  596 

144, 

6, 740 

247 

7 

324 

41,436 

2.  196 

70, 310 

14,  867 

1,080 

20,665 

8,851 

468 

12,  534 

302,  618 

59,  645 

546. 023 

2,  224 

175  1 

2,399 

Country 


1.  Turkey  1 _ 

2.  Yugoslavia  1 _ 

3.  Pakistan  1 _ 

4.  Chile  i _ 

5.  Peru  1 _ _ _ 

6.  Spain  ■ _ 

7.  Argentina  1 _ 

8.  Turkey  (amendment)  1 _ 

9.  Israel  1 _ 

10.  Finland  i _ _ _ 

11.  Yugoslavia  (amendment) 

12.  Italy _ _ 

13.  Japan  1 _ 

14.  Korea  1 _ 

15.  United  Kingdom  1 _ 

16.  Austria  2 _ _ _ _ 

17.  Israel  (amendment)  i _ 

18.  Thailand  1 _ 

19.  Colombia  1 _ 

20.  Greece  1 _ 

21.  Greece  1 _ 

22.  Peru  (amendment)  * _ 


Date  signed 


Jan. 
Jan.  1 
Jan.  2 
Feb. 
Apr.  21 
Apr.  2 
Apr.  2! 
Apr.  2! 
May  < 
May  1: 
May  % 
May  3 

_ do_ 

June  : 


June 


Subtotal,  beginning  of  program  through  June 
30,  1955 _ 


23.  France  1 _ _ 

24.  Peru  (amendment)  1 _ ’ 

25.  Yugoslavia  (amendment)  1 _ 

26.  Ecuador! _ _ _ _ _ 

27.  Spain  (amendment)1 _ _ 

28.  Israel 1 _ _ _ 

29.  Brazil  1 _ .IIIIIIIII 

30.  United  Arab  Republic  (Egypt) _ 

31.  Colombia1 _ _ _ 

32.  Argentina  1 _ 

33.  Germany  1 _ IIIIIII 

34.  Finland  (amendment)1 _ I, 

35.  Yugoslavia  (amendment)1 _ 

36.  Spain  (amendment)1 _ _ 

37.  Israel  (amendment)1 _ 

38.  Austria1 _ _ 

39.  Burma _ _ 

40.  United  Arab  Republic  (Egypt)  (amendment)1 

41.  Israel  (amendment)1 _ _ 

42.  United  Arab  Republic  (Egypt)  (amendment)1 

43.  Greece  (amendment)1 _ 

44.  Iran  1 _ 

45.  Pakistan  1 _ _ _ _ 

46.  Indonesia _ _ 

47.  Spain _ 

48.  Turkey  1 _ 2ZZZIZIIIZZ 

49.  Korea  1 _ 

50.  Chile  1 _ IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII”' 

51.  Spanish-Swiss  (amendment)"1 _ 

52.  Finland  (amendment)1 _ ” 

53.  Finland  (amendment)1 _ 

54.  Paraguay  1 _ 

55.  Peru  1 _ ZZZ! 

56.  Turkey  (amendment)1 _  ------  - 

57.  Portugal _ 

58.  Japan  (effective  May  29,  1956)1 _ Z.ZZZZZ  "" 

59.  United  Kingdom  1 _ 


Subtotal,  July  1,  1955,  through  June  30, 1956. 


_do _ 


Aug. 

Sept. 

Oct. 

Oct. 

Oct. 

Nov. 


Jan. 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Feb. 


11.1955 

20. 1955 

1.1955 

7. 1955 

20. 1955 

10. 1955 
Nov.  16, 1955 
Dec.  14, 1955 
Dec.  20,1955 
Dec.  21,1955 
Dec.  23,1955 
Jan.  12,1956 
Jan.  19, 1956 

21. 1956 

31. 1956 

7. 1956 

8. 1956 
-__do _ 

Feb.  10,1956 
Feb.  17,1956 

- do _ 

Feb.  20,1956 
Mar.  2, 1956 

- do _ 

Mar.  5, 1956 
Mar.  12,1956 
Mar.  13,1956 

do _ 

Mar.  20, 1956 
Mar.  26, 1956 
Apr.  26,1956 
May  2, 1956 
May  7, 1956 
May  11,1956 
May  24, 1956 
Feb.  10,1956 
June  5, 1956 


I? ’  Amendment)  1 - - ____  July  5, 1956 

^e,t?1«,'Ia“ds  -  Aug.  7. 1956 

Aug.  8, 1956' 
Aug.  14,1956 
Aug.  29,1956 
Sept.  7,1956 


63.  Greece  1 . 

64.  China  (Taiwan)  1 _ ZZI-IZIZ. 

65.  India . _ ... _ Z! 

66.  Pakistan  (amendment)  ‘.Z.T 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  25. 
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Title  I,  Public  Lav)  480:  Agreements  signed  from  beginning  of  program  (as  modified 
by  purchase  authorization  transactions)  through  Mar.  15,  1961 — Continued 


Country 

Date  signed 

Market 
value 
excluding 
Dcean  trans¬ 
portation 

Ocean 

transpor¬ 

tation 

Estimated 
CCC  cost 
including 
ocean  trans-* 
porta  tion 

Sept.  11,1956 
Sept.  15, 1956 
_ do _ 

$9, 299 

6,  978 

$1, 262 

$15, 104 

360 

7, 338 

1,981 
45,  366 
1.479 

260 

2,  241 

Oet.  23,1956 
Oct.  24.1956 

2,  925 

50, 159 

177 

2,844 

Oct.  30,1956 

64,262 

2,  464 

83, 437 

Nov.  3, 1956 

85,  248 

1,  400 
39,  313 

14, 667 

143, 180 

Nov.  8,1956 

1,  400 

Nov.  12, 1956 

5,  507 

65,  025 

Dee.  3, 1956 

24,642 

461 

3,267 

42,  439 

Dec.  14,1956 

39 

807 

78  Brazil  _  -  --- 

Dec.  31.1956 

124, 378 

14, 322 

204,  817 

Jan.  7, 1957 

_ do  / _ 

1,500 

47 

1.547 

Jan.  21,1957 
■Tan.  25,1957 

3,700 

575 

7, 093 

20,  727 

3,  280 

34. 993 

Jan.  30,1957 
Feb.  15,1957 
Mar.  4, 1957 
..do _  . 

16,  724 

2, 091 

21.  680 

3, 102 

230 

3,936 

2,  032 

67 

2,  099 

4,309 

899 

8, 050 

Mar.  13,1957 

6,000 

7.189 

23 

6,023 

Mar.  26. 1957 

336 

7,  525 

_  _  _  do .  _ 

« 

2,  586 

(5) 

76 

0 

3, 350 

Apr.  11,1957 
Apr.  16,1957 
Apr.  20, 1957 
May  2, 1957 
May  10, 1957 
...  .do _ 

13, 957 

1.587 

21,813 

(7) 

(7) 

0 

3,  536 

270 

5,878 

13,  501 

1,499 

21. 809 

3,331 
17, 635 

268 

4,972 

June  7, 1957 
_ do_  _  _ 

712 

24,  260 

0 

663 

(!) 

0 

June  14,1957 
June  25.1957 

16 

679 

9,301 

849 

14.  711 

June  27,1957 

2,180 

2, 180 

913, 298 

122,  476 

1,470, 136 

Aug.  14,1957 
Oct.  23,1957 

43,  667 

3, 146 

70, 432 

24,  644 

984 

41. 170 

103.  Israel 1  _  _ 

Nov.  7, 1957 
Nov.  15,1957 
Dec.  18,1957 

31,765 

2,  925 

54,213 

56,  800 

8,  555 

99,  767 

17,  702 

2,085 

28,  690 

Dec.  27,1957 

6,  554 

664 

11,206 

_ do_  _ 

2,498 

49 

2,  547 

108  Turkey  _ 

Jan.  20,1958 

43, 405 

3,395 

60, 918 

Jan.  27,1958 

65,  207 

3, 905 

77,  671 

Feb.  3, 1958 
_ do.  _ 

7,  914 
57,  666 
44,  818 

7, 914 

4,990 

89, 214 

Feb.  5, 1958 
Feb.  15,1958 

5,242 

69, 909 

67, 305 

5,  558 

100.315 

Feb.  17,1958 

5,000 

32 

5,032 

Feb.  21,1958 

7,470 

328 

10.  363 

Feb.  28,1958 

23, 010 
19,  072 

34,  599 

117.  Italy  _  _ _ _ 

Mar.  7, 1958 

636 

26,  438 

Mar.  14, 1958 

5,  967 

409 

7,  970 

119  Peru  1  _ _  _ _  -  _ 

Apr.  9, 1958 
Apr.  10, 1958 
Apr.  18,1958 
May  3, 1958 
May  27, 1958 
June  3, 1958 

7,207 

424 

11,076 

5,9 

3,831 

90 

121  China  (Taiwan)  i  _ 

10,  826 

962 

14,  675 

2,628 

148 

3,271 

17,000 

1,000 

22,008 

3,375 

509 

5,636 

June  17, 1958 

5,800 

269 

6,  069 

June  18, 1958 

3,604 

263 

5, 879 

June  23,1958 

46, 000 

9,341 

73,922 

June  25, 1958 

5,000 

213 

5,  213 

June  26, 1958 
__  __do _ 

2,  653 

292 

4,  149 

66 

96 

June  30,1958 

5,  442 
1,315 
1,602 

874 

,  7,762 

__  ..do.  _ 

253 

2,  221 
2, 377 

_ do.  ... 

200 

__  .do.  _ _ 

2,000 

24,371 

2,000 
27,  516 

681 

‘Subtotal,*  July  1,  1957,  through  June  30,  1958,v 

t  •  •/  "  'i  ' 

672,927 

58,316 

997,  889. 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  25. 
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Title  I,  Public  Law  480:  Agreements  signed  from  beginning  of  program  (as  modified 
by  purchase  authorization  transactions )  through  Alar.  15,  1861 — Continued 


Country- 


136.  India . . — . . - _ 

137.  Spain  (supplement) _ _ _ 

138.  Israel _ _ _ 

139.  Pakistan _ _ 

140.  Yugoslavia _ _ 

141.  United  Arab  Republic  (Egypt) _ 

142.  Finland _ _ _ _ _ 

143.  Spain _ _ 

144.  Turkey _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

145.  Uruguay _ 

146.  Iceland _ 

147.  Israel  (supplement) _ 

148.  Ceylon _ 

149.  France _ 

150.  United  Arab  Republic  (Egypt)  (supplement).. 

151.  Uruguay  (supplement) _ 

152.  Pakistan  (supplement) _ 

153.  Ceylon  (supplement) _ 

154.  Indonesia _ 

155.  China  (Taiwan) _ 

156.  Poland _ _ _ 

157.  Argentina _ _ _ 

158.  Korea _ 


Date  signed 


Sept.  26, 1958 
Oct.  31.1958 
Nov.  6, 1958 
Nov.  26, 1958 
Dec.  22,1958 
Dec.  24,1958 
Dec.  30,1958 
Jan.  13, 1959 
Feb.  13,1959 
Feb.  20,1959 
Mar.  3,1959 
Mar.  10, 1959 
Mar.  13, 1959 
Mar.  21, 1959 
May  5, 1959 
May  21, 1959 

_ do . 

May  28, 1959 
May  29, 1959 
June  9,1959 
June  10,1959 
June  12,1959 
June  30, 1959 


Subtotal,  July  1,  1958,  through  June  30,  1959. 


159. 

160. 
161. 
162. 

163. 

164. 

165. 

166. 

167. 

168. 

169. 

170. 

171. 

172. 

173. 

174. 

175. 

176. 

177. 

178. 

179. 

180. 
181. 
182. 

183. 

184. 

185. 

186. 

187. 

188. 

189. 

190. 

191. 

192. 

193. 

194. 

195. 


Yugoslavia  (supplement) _ _ 

United  Arab  Republic  (Egypt) _ 

Peru _ 

Indonesia  (supplement) _ 

Colombia _ _ 

Vietnam _ 

Iceland  (supplement) _ 

Poland  (supplement) _ 

India,.. - - - - 

United  Arab  Republic  (Syria) _ 

Uruguay  (supplement) _ 

India  (supplement) _ 

Uruguay  (supplement) _ 

Turkey _ _ _ 

Greece _ _ _ 

Israel _ 

India  (supplement) _ _ 

Uruguay  (supplement) _ 

Pakistan  (supplement) _ 

China  (Taiwan)  (supplement) _ _ 

Poland  (supplement) _ _ 

Peru _ _ 

Vietnam  (supplement) _ _ 

India  (supplement) _ _ _ 

Finland _ _ _ _ _ _ 

United  Arab  Republic  (Egypt)  (supplement). 

Iceland _ 

Pakistan  (supplement) _ HI 

Pakistan _ 

India _ 

Finland  (supplement) . Hill! 

Pakistan  (supplement) . . 

Chile _ 

Yugoslavia _ 

Spain _ I 

Israel  (supplement) _ 

Vietnam  (supplement) . . 


Subtotal,  July  1,  1959,  through  June  30,  1960. 


196.  Poland _ 

197.  Iran _ ’ _ IHIIIIIIIIH' 

198.  India  (supplement). . . IIIIIIIIHI 

199.  United  Arab  Republic  (Egypt) _ _ II! 

200.  United  Arab  Republic  (Syria) . 

201.  Chile  (amendment) _ _ 

202.  China  (Taiwan) _ 

203.  Korea  (supplement) . . IIIIIIIIIIIII! 

204.  United  Arab  Republic  (Syria)  (amendment) 

205.  Pakistan  (supplement). . . 

206.  India  (supplement) _ _ _ IIIIIII! 


July  9,1959 
July  29,1959 
Sept.  25, 1959 
Oct.  1, 1959 
Oct.  6, 1959 
Oct.  16,1959 
Nov.  4, 1959 
Nov.  10,1959 
Nov.  13,1959 
Nov.  14,1959 
Nov.  16, 1959 
Nov.  23, 1959 
Dec.  1, 1959 
Dec.  22,1959 
Jan.  7,1960 

_ do _ 

Jan.  8,1960 
Jan.  13,1960 
Jan.  28,1960 
Feb.  11,1960 

. do . . 

Feb.  12,1960 
Feb.  13,1960 
Mar.  21,1960 
Mar.  23, 1960 
Mar.  26, 1960 
Apr.  6, 1960 
Apr.  11,1960 

_ do . . 

May  4,1960 
May  6,1960 
May  27,1960 
June  2,1960 
June  3, 1960 
June  22, 1960 
June  30,1960 
_ do _ 


Market 
value 
excluding 
ocean  trans 
portation 


July 

July 

July 

Aug. 

Aug. 

Aug. 

Aug. 

Sept. 


21.1960 

26.1960 

29. 1960 

1.1960 

9.1960 

12.1960 

30. 1960 

16.1960 
Sept.  17, 1960 
Sept.  23,1960 
_ do _ 


$222, 814 
11,798 
33,663 
71, 439 
85,996 
22, 494 
3,960 
90, 690 
33, 163 
9,600 
2, 100 
500 
7,155 
3.500 
21,  789 
2.200 
3,359 
5.300 
38, 350 
12, 399 
40.  359 
1.227 
29.  711 


Ocean 

transpor¬ 

tation 


753, 325 


440 
52, 735 
50 
9,900 
27,  700 
4,700 
375 
10, 703 
203, 913 

8. 500 
3,800 

15,983 
18,500 
31, 382 

5.500 
26,  863 
31,200 

5,200 


$38,  780 
527 
4, 086 
12, 017 
10,201 
2,392 
104 
5,725 
1,517 
310 
276 
67 
1,311 
55 


1,580 

314 

297 

800 

2,  871 
957 

3,  480 


3,289 


90,760 


5,740 

5 

1,366 

3,900 

194 


1,260 
35,  424 
1,386 
136 
1.687 
2,507 
3,697 
841 
3,307 
1,617 
650 


Estimated 
CCC  cost 
including 
ocean  trans¬ 
portation 


$372, 550 
12, 325 
49, 672 
120, 810 
134.992 
38,544 
4.200 
102, 672 
37, 142 
10,528 
2,889 
912 
12,380 
3.  555 
26.964 
2,  874 
3,656 
9,000 
62, 405 
17, 554 
59.  566 
1.480 
51,077 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  25. 


20, 352 

4,151 

38, 650 

5,327 

687 

9,697 

37,  412 

4.145 

70,  666 

11,000 

1,000 

17.  543 

1,200 

59 

2.059 

6,944 

1,103 

12,  593 

4,  475 

86 

5.  311 

13,  989 

954 

15, 193 

1,750 

288 

2,404 

15, 122 

1,204 

16, 326 

61,400 

10,800 

114,  700 

270,  250 

48,  750 

529,  750 

100 

100 

440 

80 

700 

2,900 

150 

4,207 

18,000 

849 

26,040 

61.300 

2,  837 

71.637 

6,689 

869 

7.558 

675 

172 

1,248 

997,235 

142,515 

1,722,223 

119,500 

10,  528 

181,037 

4, 315 

1,145 

8.  267 

39,600 

2.000 

68,000 

51,800 

6,730 

87,963 

14,900 

2,  573 

26, 377 

300 

50 

350 

12,  780 

1,420 

20,585 

750 

60 

810 

1,382 

236 

1.618 

8.700 

1,600 

15,996 

14,100 

3,051 

17,151 

1, 138, 103 


440 
86, 473 
55 
16, 119 
44.  700 
4.894 
375 
12,  594 
365, 840 
13, 076 
6,216 
33, 657 
34,  834 
52,057 
6,  511 
39,  467 
52, 367 
5,989 
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ritle  I,  Public  Law  J+80:  Agreements  signed  from  beginning  of  program  (as  modified 
by  purchase  authorization  transactions)  through  Mar.  15  1961 — Continued 


Country 


Date  signed 


Market 
value 
excluding 
ocean  trans¬ 
portation 


Ocean 

transpor¬ 

tation 


Estimated 
CCC  cost 
including 
ocean  trans¬ 
portation 


207. 

208. 
;  209. 

210. 

211. 

212. 

213. 

214. 

215. 
210. 

;  217. 
218. 


Iran  (supplement) _ 

Ecuador _ 

Ceylon _ 

Uruguay  (supplement). 

Iran  (supplement) _ 

Vietnam _ 

France . . . . 

Indonesia.. _ 

Greece _ _ ... 

Chile _ _ 

Korea _ 

Brazil _ 


Sept. 

Sept. 

Sept. 

Oct. 

Oct. 

Oct. 

Nov. 

Nov. 

Nov. 

Nov. 

Dec. 

Dec. 


26.1960 

27.1960 

30.1960 

14.1960 

20.1960 

28.1960 

4.1960 

5.1960 

7.1960 

8.1960 

28.1960 

29. 1960 


h 


Subtotal,  July  1, 1960,  through  Dec.  31, 1960. 

Total,  all  agreements  signed  through  Dec.  31, 
1960 _ 


219. 

220. 
221. 
222. 

223. 

224. 

225. 

226. 


India,  balance,  4-year  agreement. 

Turkey _ 

UAR  (Egypt)  (supplement) _ 

China  (Taiwan)  (supplement) _ 

Iceland  (amendment) - 

Indonesia  (supplement) . . 

India. 


Pakistan _ 

Pakistan _ _ _ 

Subtotal,  Jan.  1  through  Mar.  15, 1961. 


11.1961 

16.1961 

9. 1961 

27. 1961 

2.1961 

9.1961 
Mar.  11,1961 
_ do _ 


Jan. 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Feb. 

Mar. 

Mar. 


Subtotal,  July  1, 1960,  through  Mar.  15, 1961. 
Total,  all  agreements,  through  Mar.  15, 1961. 


$11,280 
925 
4,100 
2,800 
1,095 
6,  545 
2,500 

14.600 
12,  200 
25,900 

31.600 
30,800 


412, 572 


4,691,758 


810, 750 
12,400 
4,400 
3,000 
75 
3,100 
33,600 
4.500 
4,000 
875, 825 


1,288, 397 


5, 567, 583 


$2, 078 
75 

1,000 
494 
122 
955 
32 
1,549 
1,561 
3,000 
3, 500 
3,700 


47, 276 


546, 901 


146, 250 
1,600 
200 
600 


600 

1,500 

900 

100 

151,750 


199, 026 


698, 651 


$20, 823 
1,000 
7,200 
3, 294 
1,217 
11,223 
2,532 
22,  655 
15,509 
41,100 
51,900 
55,800 


665, 137 


7,417,243 


1, 589, 250 
22,000 
4,600 
5,648 
75 
6,400 
43,500 
9,300 
4,100 
1, 684, 873 


2, 350, 010 


9, 102,116 


1  Shipments  completed.  Amounts  shown  are  based  on  accounting  records. 

2  Expired.  No  funds  expended. 

3  Fimds  combined  with  No.  28. 

4  Funds  combined  with  No.  52. 

5  Funds  combined  with  No.  72. 

«  Agreement  signed  for  $20,400,000  of  which  $15,940,000  is  being  financed  by  CCC  under  title  I,  and  the 
remainder  has  been  financed  by  Colombia  for  dollars. 

2  Funds  combined  with  No.  82. 


Mr.  Gathings.  It  has  been  moving  up  gradually  in  the  last  3  years, 
has  it  not? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir.  One  difficulty  is  that  we  have,  I  think,  is 
that  we  are  talking  here  about  obligations  authority. 

)  Mr.  Gathings.  Yes. 

Mr.  Tetro.  And  we  are,  also,  talking  about  the  movement  of  com¬ 
modities  under  what  has  been  done  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Gathings.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Tetro.  For  example,  the  statement  that  it  would  be  $2,750 
million  this  year,  or  a  rate  of  $6  billion  in  the  first  quarter  of  this  year 
will  not  be  directly  related  to  the  amount  of  commodities  that  move 
in  a  particular  12  months’  period.  This  is,  however,  moving  up  and 
we  hope  to  keep  it  moving  in  that  direction. 

Mr.  Gathings.  If  you  expand  your  title  IV  shipments,  that  is, 
what  is  known  as  the  Foage  provision,  and  move  commodities  out 
under  title  IV,  will  you  still  need  the  $2  billion  that  you  are  asking 
for  here  for  title  I? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir.  This  is  a  different  kind  of  market.  I  think 
Secretary  Duncan  would  agree  with  me  that  we  have  now  several 
different  tools. 
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Title  IV  is  certainly  one. 

Barter  is  another. 

Title  I,  also,  meets  needs  of  underdeveloped  countries. 

And  what  we  hope  to  do  is  to  use  each  of  these  programs  to  the 
maximum  extent  to  move  as  many  agricultural  commodities  as  we 
reasonably  can. 

We  are  looking  forward  to  more  activity  in  title  IV.  Title  IV  was 
not  too  well  understood  by  us  or  by  other  countries  at  first. 

Mr.  Gathings.  How  has  it  been  received? 

Mr.  Tetro.  The  one  program  which  we  hope  to  be  able  to  announce 
rather  soon  will  be  extremely  well  received  by  that  particular  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  go  back  on  the  food  for-peace-record 
for  just  a  moment.  I  had  not  known  Mr.  McCabe  had  been  the 
Director  of  Food  for  Peace.  We  had  a  coordinator  of  food  for  peace 
in  the  White  House  for  some  time  who  was,  also,  the  economic  adviser 
to  the  President,  Mr.  Don  Paarlberg. 

In,  I  believe,  April  of  1960  for  the  first  time  he  was  given  a  letter 
of  authority  to  be  a  coordinator  of  food  for  peace.  £|j 

The  big  difference,  perhaps,  in  moving  out  of  the  slogan  area  is®'' 
partly  the  practical  fact  that  we  now  have  a  better  concept  of  what 
food  for  peace  is.  But  we  also  have  had  in  the  last  2  months  the 
creation  of  a  White  House  position  the  sole  function  of  which  is 
Director  of  Food  for  Peace.  It  is  not  now  confused  with  other  things. 

The  Chairman.  Let  him  finish. 

Mr.  Breeding.  I  want  to  interrupt. 

The  Chairman.  Have  you  finished? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Roughly,  sir. 

Mr.  Breeding.  I  want  to  get  onto  this  food-for-peace  subject 
because  my  good  friend  from  Iowa,  Mr.  Hoeven,  indicated  that  this 
program  was  first  created  under  the  Eisenhower  administration  in 
1959.  But  I  want  also  to  remind  him  that  in  1958  there  were  30 
House  bills  put  into  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  here  to  create 
a  world  food  bank  within  the  United  Nations,  which  became  known  as 
the  food-for-peace  program. 

Certainly,  I  am  pleased  that  we  have  a  new  administrator  for  food 
for  peace,  Mr.  George  McGovern;  and  this  office  is  created  under  the 
new  Kennedy  administration  in  1961. 

Mr.  Matthews.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  little  extraneous  to  the  Jfc 
specific  subject  matter,  and  I  know  that,  perhaps,  these  gentlemen  ® 
cannot  give  me  the  specific  answer,  but  I  am  particularly  interested 
in  the  disposal  of  more  of  our  agricultural  surplus.  I  believe  it  is 
under  title  III,  that  disposition  for  charitable  institutions  is  authorized. 

Am  I  correct  in  saying  that  is  title  III? 

Mr.  Duncan.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Matthews.  I  have  in  mind  in  particular  two  institutions  in 
my  district  that  are  boys’  ranches.  They  have  been  receiving  some 
surplus,  but  as  I  understand  now,  they  are  going  to  be  able  to  get 
more  of  a  surplus. 

My  question  is,  Is  that  true?  In  other  words,  could  you  gentle¬ 
men  tell  me  whether  you  have  all  of  the  tools  you  need,  the  legislation 
you  need,  to  make  more  liberal  distribution  of  these  surplus  foods  to 
these  institutions  already  receiving  them? 

These  boys’  ranches,  for  example — a  little  extra  handful  of  this 
surplus  food  would  take  care  of  their  needs.  They  have  to  go  out  and 
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beg  for  money  and  private  contributions.  It  would  mean  so  much, 
I  know,  to  them  and  to  thousands  and  thousands  of  people  in  America, 
if  we  make  a  more  liberal  distribution  of  the  surpluses  to  those  organ¬ 
izations  and  charitable  institutions  already  authorized  to  receive 
them  by  law. 

So,  again,  my  inquiry  is,  Could  you  tell  me  whether  we  are  to 
have  a  more  liberal  disposition  of  food  under  that  title? 

Mr.  Dun  can.  We  are.  That  happens  to  be  in  my  department,  too, 
Under  the  direct  food  distribution  program.  And  we  have  all  of  the 
necessary  legislation.  We  have  it  right  now  to  go  forward. 

Mr.  Matthews.  You  do  not  need  any  more  legislative  authority? 

Mr.  Duncan.  No,  sir.  We  do  not. 

Mr.  Matthews.  I  want  to  congratulate  you  particularly  on  that. 
I  think  the  American  people  would  heartily  approve  of  the  liberal¬ 
ization  of  that  program. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Belcher.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  am  a  little  concerned  about  the 
.  comments  in  your  statement  here.  We  have  been  discussing  these 
1  huge  surpluses  in  this  committee  for  a  long  time  and  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  and  in  the  newspapers. 

And  yet  your  statement  seems  to  sound  like  you  are  not  concerned 
about  them,  that  you  view  this  as  a  great  opportunity  to  feed  the 
people  of  this  country  and  the  people  of  the  world.  That  might  be  a 
fine  welfare  program,  but  every  time,  as  I  understand  it,  that  we  give 
away  or  make  grants  of  any  of  these  surpluses,  either  abroad  or  here  at 
home,  it  is  charged  against  agriculture. 

Mr.  Duncan.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Belcher.  Then  the  newspapers  can  point  to  what  it  costs  to 
subsidize  the  farmers. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Yes. 

Mr.  Belcher.  It  seems  to  me  that  you  are  welcoming  these  sur¬ 
pluses  so  that  you  will  have  an  opportunity  to  use  them  in  a  welfare 
program  because  it  states  here,  that  this  offers  great  opportunities  to 
feed  the  needy  people  of  this  country,  particularly  of  the  world. 

Is  this  a  welfare  or  a  surplus  disposal  program? 

Mr.  Duncan.  I  view  this  food,  not  as  a  surplus,  but  as  an  abun¬ 
dance.  And  we  can  use  this  food  and  make  it  a  blessing  rather  than 

)a  burden  on  us. 

I  think  that  the  greatest  success  story,  as  the  Secretary  stated, 
not  only  of  this  country,  but,  also,  of  the  world,  is  American  agri¬ 
culture. 

I,  also,  want  to  say  that  we  have  confidence  in  this  country.  The 
long  fear  that  man  has  had  is  the  fear  of  hunger  and  famine.  And 
I  think  that  we  are  blessed  in  this  country  in  being  able  to  take  this 
food  that  we  have  on  our  hands  and  not  leave  it  stored,  not  let  it 
become  a  burden,  but  use  it  to  feed  the  needy  people  here  in  this 
country,  and  also  around  the  world. 

Mr.  Belcher.  All  that  starts  with  the  American  farmer  and  is 
charged  to  him.  The  newspaper  editors,  when  they  point  to  $6 
billion,  $7  billion  appropriations  for  the  Agriculture  Department,  in 
their  minds,  and  in  the  minds  of  the  public,  is  the  thought  that  this 
money  is  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  American  farmer;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Duncan.  Yes,  sir;  it  is  charged  up,  of  course,  to  Public  Law 
480  and  is  charged  up  to  the  agricultural  budget. 
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Mr.  Belcher.  Is  there  anything  that  is  appropriated  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  technically,  in  the  minds  of  the  public, 
that  is  not  charged  up  to  the  American  farmer?  And  make  people 
think  that  he  is  subsidized  to  that  extent. 

My  understanding  is  that  the  Secretary  complained  the  other 
day  about  things  being  charged  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Duncan.  That  is  true,  and  he  has  tried  to  improve  public 
relations. 

Mr.  Belcher.  In  these  grants,  instead  of  the  sale  of  these  products 
for  currencies,  are  we  not  increasing  the  loss  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  thereby  causing  more  money  to  be  appropriated  and 
more  money  to  be  charged  to  the  farmer?  Are  we  not  going  in  the 
wrong  direction  rather  than  in  the  right  direction? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Congressman  Belcher,  you  have  quite  correctly  stated 
the  accounting  for  this  now  is  a  charge  against  the  farm  programs. 
And  Secretary  Freeman,  as  you  said,  has  indicated  that  he  would  like 
to  give  a  different  look  to  this  if  he  could. 

Insofar  as  the  domestic  program  is  concerned,  we  believe  there  is  a  a 
different  attitude  toward  it,  as  Congressman  Matthews  has  indicated.  \ 
So  far  as  the  program  in  general  is  concerned,  it  is  now  we  think  being 
captured  in  the  food  for  peace  concept  which  has  rather  complicated 
and  manifold  farm-policies-general-taxpayer  aspects  in  it  and  this  is 
part  ol  trying  to  make  food  for  peace  a  living  thing. 

If  the  chairman  will  permit  me  to  dream  on  it  a  little  bit:  The 
original  purpose  of  this  act,  sir,  was  to  use  our  surpluses  in  agricultural 
trade  development  and  assistance,  so  that  we  could  speed  up  the  time 
when  there  would  be  no  more  grants  and  giveaways  but  instead  the 
world  would  be  in  such  a  fine  financial  condition  that  we  would  be 
selling  more  and  more  U.S.  agricultural  products  at  good  prices  for 

C&SIl . 

I  think  this  is  still  the  longtime  purpose  of  this  particular  effort. 
And  we  had  hoped,  sir,  that  food  for  peace  would  be  recognized  as  a 
general  taxpayer  burden  and  not.  just  one  that  is  attributed  to  agri¬ 
culture,  because  there  are  these  other  aspects. 

The  Chairman.  As  Mr.  Belcher  points  out,  the  public,  generally, 
charges  up  all  of  this  to  the  farmer,  to  the  farm  program.  And  they 
believe  that  this  is  because  of  the  greediness  of  the  farmer.  I  think 
that  all  of  you  in  the  Department  should  do  everything  you  possibly  A 
can  to  see  to  it  that  it  is  regarded  as  a  general  program  rather  than  % 
one  for  the  farmer  only. 

Mr.  Tetro.  Well - 

Air  Belcher.  I  would  rather  see  the  Department  stick  to  the 
original  concept ;  and  that  is,  to  dispose  of  our  surplus  products  rather 
than  do  it  according  to  this  statement: 

In  this  capacity  it  offers  us  great  opportunity  to  feed  needy  people  in  this 
country,  particularly  in  depressed  areas  and  the  rest  of  the  world 

question?™0^  Mf'  Cllairman’  maT  1  ask  the  Congressman  a 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Air.  Belcher.  Yes. 

Air.  Duncan.  With  all  of  this  surplus  food  that  we  have,  Mr.  Con- 
correctlv?  ^  ^  y°U  n0t  Want  US  t0  feed  tkem>  do  1  get  that 
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Mr.  Belcher.  No;  I  want  somebody  to  pay  for  it  besides  the 
farmer.  I  think  the  welfare  department  and  the  international  policy 
of  this  country  is  the  concern  of  every  person  in  America,  not  just  a 
few  million  farmers. 

Under  the  theory  that  you  are  putting  forward  here,  if  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  is  going  to  be  more  concerned  with  foreign  policy 
and  welfare  than  disposing  of  surplus  commodities,  then  I  think  you 
are  getting  out  of  your  jurisdiction.  I  think  you  will  take  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  this  program  away  from  this  committee. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  would  like  to  clarify  one  thing,  Mr.  Duncan.  As 
to  the  administrator  for  the  food-for-peace  program — is  he  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  State? 

Mr.  Duncan.  Congressman,  he  is  under  the  President. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  believe  he  has  an  office  in  the  State  Department. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Well,  I  think  that  is  the  executive  offices.  I  would 
say  he  had  offices  in  the  White  House.  They  don’t  have - - 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  am  sure  all  members  of  the  committee  want  to  get 
food  to  hungry  mouths,  but  we  do  object  to  this  vast  program  being 
)  charged  solely  to  the  Agriculture  Department,  and  turning  Public  Law 
4S0  into  a  welfare  program. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Air.  Congressman - - 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Someone  should  do  a  bookkeeping  job.  Some 
phases  of  the  program  should  be  charged  to  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  others  to  the  State  Department. 

Mr.  Duncan.  I  think  that  the  Secretary  has  made  it  clear  that 
he  is  concerned  about  this. 

The  Chairman.  Air.  Alclntire. 

Air.  McIntire.  In  Air.  Gathings’  query,  which  was  responded  to 
by  Air.  Tetro,  I  think  there  was  a  request  made  there  be  put  into  this 
record  some  tables  showing  some  statistics  in  relation  to  these  agree¬ 
ments  or  authorizations.  I  would  be  very  much  interested  that  this 
table  would  show — so  that  the  record  would  have  the  definite  informa¬ 
tion,  in  view  of  the  comments  that  $1.5  billion  has  been  used — - 
what  has  been  committed  since  the  1st  of  January.  It  would  be 
good  if  the  record  could  show  what  has  been  used — whether  your 
records  on  that  are  on  a  monthly  or  yearly  basis  or  whatever — • 
thereby  giving  a  breakdown  of  the  authorization  and  showing  how  it 
has  been  running  over  the  past  couple  of  years  or  so,  and  how  it  has 
)  been  operating  since  the  1st  of  January.  We  could  then  get  some 
insight  as  to  the  acceleration  which  is  your  only  justification  for  this 
$2  billion  figure  right  now. 

And,  also,  if  I  understand  correctly,  the  $1.5  billion  is  the  amount 
which  you  have  committed  of  your  total  authorization  since  the 
1st  of  January.  It  would  be  well  if  you  could  break  this  down  to 
show  how  many  countries  are  involved,  because  you  might  have  one 
commitment  that  runs  into  a  very  substantial  figure,  one  that  will 
not  be  repeated  every  2  or  3  months.  Could  you  give  us  some  infor¬ 
mation  as  to  the  outstanding  requirements,  I  mean,  agreements  under 
negotiation  as  of  the  1st  of  January,  so  that  we  could  get  some 
idea  of  how  much  this  buildup  has  been  since  the  1st  of  January? 

Are  you  working  out  a  backlog  of  agreements  or  are  these  new 
agreements  which  have  come  in  since  the  1st  of  January? 

I  think  we  need  that,  for  this  matter  of  justifying  $2  billion  just 
right  off  the  cuff  is  not  easy.  And  I  think  we  need  just  such  a  break- 
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down  of  the  exact  situation,  far  more  so  than  just  the  request  that 
you  will  anticipate  this  much  business. 

If  you  can  give  some  information  as  to  your  justification  at  this 
moment  in  relation  to  the  agreements  now  in  some  phases  of  negotia¬ 
tion,  it  would  be  helpful. 

I  do  not  think  you  would  want  to  give  a  detailed  program,  for  it 
would  not  be  appropriate  to  ask  for  that,  but  we  do  need  something 
of  a  record  here  that  will  give  us  some  support  for  this  total  figure. 

I  presume  it  is  appropriate  for  me  to  estimate  that  since  this 
program  has  been  underway  there  has  been  about  $11.8  billion  used, 
if  my  figures  are  correct. 

Air.  O’Leary.  The  title  I  authority  is  $9,250  million. 

Mr.  McIntire.  You  are  including  in  that  some  of  1961? 

Mr.  O’Leary.  The  total  authorized,  under  title  I,  is  $9,250  million. 

Mr.  AIcIntire.  That  is  to  date? 

Mr.  O’Leary.  Yes. 

Air.  McIntire.  What  is  it  to  date? 

Mr.  O’Leary.  Pardon? 

Mr.  McIntire.  That  is  to  date,  as  of  today?  ( 

Mr.  O’Leary.  Yes;  the  last  authorization  was  2  years  ago.  And 
that  brought  the  total  authorized  title  I  programing  to  $9,250  million. 
Almost  all  of  this  has  actually  been  programed. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Can  you  give  me  some  comment  relative  to  the 
aspects  of  the  program  as  of  the  moment  that  would  justify  the  esti¬ 
mate  that  the  authorizations  should  be  substantially  accelerated 
above  the  authorizations  contained  in  the  previous  authorizing 
legislation? 

In  the  Secretary’s  statement  there  was  reference  to  the  fact  that 
in  1957  some  of  the  increase  in  exports  was,  in  some  degree  prompted 
by  the  Suez  crisis.  Mr.  Secretary,  you  have,  also,  mentioned  that 
some  of  the  additional  exports  will  arise  out  of  certain  crop  shortages 
in  various  countries  of  the  world. 

What  other  aspects  are  there  in  the  current  situation  which  you 
feel  will  justify  a  sum  greater  than  you  have  had  in  the  past? 

I  realize  currently  you  have  the  crop  shortages.  But  are  there 
other  aspects  in  the  current  program  which  you  feel  will  be  the  basis 
of  this  type  of  authorization?  Yesterday  f  read  in  the  paper  that 
the  food-for-peace  program  is  to  be  based^on  about  $2  billion  a  year.  4 
I  do  not  know  what  it  is.  ( 

I  would,  also,  like  the  Secretary  to  advise  the  committee  as  to  what 
is  the  framework  of  jurisdiction?  I  agree  I  am  lost.  I  can  read  the 
papers  but  this  is  about  all  I  get.  What  is  the  framework  of  the 
administrative  jurisdiction  of  the  food-for-peace  program? 

Certainly,  that  has  not  been  information  available  to  me  as  a 
member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  Duncan.  This  was  given - 

Mr  Grant  (presiding).  Do  you  want  the  question  repeated? 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Duncan.  No.  Let  me  say  before  Mr.  Tetro  starts,  we  will 
you  the  information  you  want.  We  will  break  it  down  for  you 
and  furnish  it  to  you. 

(The  information  follows:) 

Ih?  chronological  listing  and  the  information  furnished  on  page  22  shows  how 
r  Pf°§ram!n”  has  been  accelerated  during  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961.  Bv 
tar  the  biggest  item  is  the  4-vear  Indian  agreement  signed  on  May  4,  I960.  Item 
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188  on  page  3  of  the  listing  represents  the  first  year’s  financing  of  the  4-year  agree¬ 
ment,  or  the  amount  of  about  $530  million  at  CCC  cost.  The  balance  of  the 
4-year  agreement,  or  about  $1.6  billion,  is  shown  as  the  first  item  in  calendar 
year  1961.  The  grand  total  of  the  Indian  agreement,  $2.1  billion,  is  the  principal 
reason  for  the  increased  use  of  title  I  programing  funds. 

The  total  of  agreements  signed  to  date  is  about  $9.1  billion  which  leaves  a 
balance  of  $150  million  from  the  total  title  I  funds  authority  of  $9.25  billion. 

We  have  requested  an  additional  $2  billion  authorization  for  programing  for 
the  remainder  of  calendar  year  1961.  This  amount  represents  our  best  estimate 
as  to  programs  that  can  be  concluded  during  this  period  within  the  safeguards  of 
the  act.  It  includes  more  than  $1  billion  in  firm  requests  for  programs  received 
from  participating  countries,  including  a  very  large  4-year  agreement  being  dis¬ 
cussed  with  the  Government  of  Pakistan.  It  includes  an  additional  several 
hundred  millions  of  dollars  in  contemplated  programs  based  on  preliminary  dis¬ 
cussions  with  participating  governments.  The  relatively  small  remainder  of  the 
$2  billion  is  made  up  of  our  estimate  of  requests  we  anticipate  receiving  in  the 
near  future  based  on  past  programing  experience,  crop  conditions  abroad,  and 
the  supply  position  of  potential  title  I  countries. 

Mr.  McIntire.  We  want  it  for  the  record.  Can  you  not  outline 
for  me,  Mr.  Secretary,  just  briefly  what  the  administration  jurisdic¬ 
tion  is  here  now?  We  are  acquainted  with  Mr.  McGovern.  Many 
of  us  are  interested  in  the  work  that  he  is  charged  with  doing.  Can 
you  not  tell  us  something  of  what  is  going  on  in  this? 

Mr.  Tetro.  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  Congressman  McIntire  is 
asking  three  large  questions. 

The  first  is  to  provide  some  information  in  support  of  Mr.  Gathings’ 
question,  which  we  will  be  very  happy  to  do.  We  can  do  it  by  months. 
The  second,  what  are  some  of  the  factors  that  have  caused  the  sudden 
increase? 

We  mentioned  the  one  large  multiyear  agreement  with  India  and 
that  we  have  had  some  difficulty  in  crops  in  certain  parts  of  the  world. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  If  you  were  on  the  old  basis  where 
you  were  committed  to  it  for  a  year,  you  would  only  be  asking  for 
$500  million  right  now? 

Mr.  Tetro.  That  is  about  right;  yes,  sir. 

There  is  one  other  aspect  of  the  programs  in  the  underdeveloped 
countries.  In  India,  for  example,  their  own  attempts  to  increase 
agricultural  production  have  not  kept  pace  with  the  new  demands  of 
their  population,  partly  because  of  larger  population  and  partly 
because  of  the  very  modest  increase  in  income  which  has  increased 
the  demand  for  food  and  fiber  products. 

And,  also,  we  had  some  agreements  which  previously  were  for  2  and 
3  years  which  have  now  run  out,  so  these  countries  are  coming  back 
in  again. 

On  the  last  question  regarding  the  arrangements  with  the  director 
of  food  for  peace,  he  is  a  Presidential  assistant  in  the  White  House 
and  he  operates  under  an  Executive  order  which  says  that  he  shall 
coordinate  all  programs  affecting  food  for  peace. 

The  concept  of  food  for  peace  itself,  I  think,  as  you  said  before,  is 
changing  somewhat  and  we  hope  it  is  changing  in  a  way  which  will 
show  this  is  not  just  an  agricultural  burden,  it  is  a  countrywide 
burden. 

As  to  the  operating  arrangements  to  date,  these  are  being  worked 
out.  We  have  to  do  this  through  Mr.  McGovern  and  other  people 
in  the  White  House  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

At  present  the  operating  responsibility  for  this  kind  of  program 
is  clearly  remaining  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  There  is 
a  problem  in  foreign  policy,  generally,  where  food  and  other  programs 
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are  a  factor  where  the  director  of  food  for  peace  will  be  coordinating 
this  effort. 

I  think  you  recognize,  too,  from  some  of  the  comments  earlier  today 
that  as  a  program  is  developed,  while  we  have  the  primary  purpose  of 
developing  the  commodity  part  of  an  agreement,  there  is  not  always 
complete  harmony  within  government  because  other  departments  of 
government  have  different  interests  from  ours.  There  is,  therefore, 
a  need  on  occasion  to  have  a  sort  of  referee  or  an  umpire,  which  will 
be  Mr.  McGovern. 

Mr.  McIntire.  That  might  be  so.  This  has  been  an  administra¬ 
tive  vehicle  in  the  past. 

Have  you  not  had  coordination  with  the  State  Department  and 
other  departments  and  all  agreeing  to  the  agreements  which  were 
worked  out? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  McIntire.  What  is  the  difference  now? 

Mr.  Tetro.  The  difference  now  is  that  we  have  a  director  of 
food  for  peace  who  has  no  other  function.  As  I  said  before,  Mr. 
Paarlberg,  when  he  was  economic  adviser,  also,  was  coordinator  oM 
food  for  peace,  but  only  beginning  near  the  middle  of  last  year.  ^ 

This  function  of  the  last  part  of  last  year  that  Mr.  Paarlberg  had, 
you  are  quite  right,  that  is  the  same  function  that  I  was  describing 
that  Mr.  McGovern  would  now  have,  but  he  has  added  to  these  in 
the  sense  of  program  development  which  I  suggest  he  has  not  yet 
fully  explored  or  developed,  in  this  arrangement  within  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  However,  we  still  have  the  operating  responsibility  fox- 
developing  title  I  programs,  for  getting  agreement  on  the  programs 
and  lor  getting  these  out  into  a  negotiating  instrument  to  the  State 
Department  to  negotiate. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Then  would  it  be  fair  to  observe  that  Public  Law 
480  is  one  of  the  tools  which  Mr.  McGovern  has  the  responsibility 
to  implement  in  the  context  of  food  for  peace? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes. 

Mr.  McIntire.  To  what  extent,  in  the  present  concept  adminis¬ 
tratively  of  the  food  for  peace  program,  are  commercial  transactions, 
outside  of  the  context  of  Public  Law  480,  considered  to  be  within 
or  without  the  framework  of  the  food  for  peace  programs?  Are 
they  considered  to  be  within  it? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Insofar  as  the  commercial  sales  operations,  I  would®] 
say  the  answer  specifically  would  be  “No”.  To  the  extent  that  ail 
all-out  effort  of  using  agriculture  to  improve  our  public  relations 
around  the  world  would  be  concerned,  there  may  be  some  peripheral 
advantage  to  this;  in  other  words,  Mr.  McGovern  has  already,  with 
the  Secretary,  given  us  considerable  encouragement  to  do  more  work 
in  the  market  development  field,  which  is  primarily  aimed  at  com¬ 
mercial  hard  money  sales. 

He  does  not  have,  I  would  say,  direct  authority  in  coordinating 
that  kind  of  program. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Just  one  other  question,  Mr.  Chairman.  My 
understanding  of  the  poultry  export  is  that  it  is  a  rather  outstanding 
example  of  what  can  be  accomplished  in  market  development;  am 
I  correct? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 
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Mr.  McIntire.  And  then  after  it  was  developed  it  went  into  a 
strictly  sale-for-cash  transaction,  strictly  a  commercial  operation. 
Do  I  understand  now  correctly  that  this  policy  here  is  changing  and 
that  we  are  now  to  begin,  if  we  have  not  already  begun,  to  purchase 
poultry  to  be  shipped  abroad  under  title  I;  and  that  internally,  it  is 
a  change  of  policv? 

Mr.  T  etro.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  assumption  that  Congressman 
McIntire  has  made  is  correct.  To  use  Germany  as  a  case  in  point, 
I  think  we  salted  that  mine  twice  but  now  definitely  it  is  on  its  own 
and  has  been  a  substantially  increased  commercial  outlet. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Through  market  development  funds? 

Mr.  Tetro.  We  used  a  small  title  I  program  to  move  some  poultry 
and  then  we  used  market  development  funds  to  further  increase 
sales  to  the  market.  This,  in  essence,  is  the  same  kind  of  concept 
that  we  have  in  trying  to  move  still  more  poultry  in  other  areas. 

As  you  know,  poultry  in  this  country  is  what  is  considered  bjT  the 
home  economist  a  good  buy,  whereas  in  most  other  countries  in  the 
|  world  it  is  almost  a  luxury  item.  We  hope  by  combining  a  judicious 
I  lise  of  poultry  in,  perhaps,  title  I,  or  under  some  of  the  other  pro¬ 
grams  of  Public  Law  480,  to  increase  the  availability  of  this  kind  of 
food  for  other  people — a  cash  market,  eventually,  which  we  hope  to 
share  rather  immediately  because  the  United  States  is  the  outstanding 
exporter  of  poultry  products. 

Mr.  Hagen.  The  State  Department  would  be,  ultimately,  the 
negotiator  of  these  agreements,  the  final  negotiator? 

Mr.  Tetro.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Hagen.  And  on  the  question,  we  will  say,  whether  42  percent 
is  granted  or  5  percent,  would  be  a  State  Department  decision;  would 
it  not? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  It  is  fair  to  say  that  the  State  Department  negotiates 
these  agreements  as  they  negotiate  all  other  agreements  of  any 
executive  branch  of  the  Government. 

The  decision  as  to  the  currency  use,  which  is  what  you  are  talking 
about,  we  have  a  voice  in  making  that  decision. 

Mr.  Hagen.  Who  makes  the  ultimate  decision? 

You  may  give  advice  but  the  State  Department  does;  does  it  not? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  At  the  present  time  these  programs  are  developed  by 
The  Department  of  Agriculture.  The  programs  are  presented  to  an 
'interagency  group,  chaired  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  it 
is  in  this  group  that  the  decisions  are  made. 

Mr.  Hagen.  A  majority  vote  decision  in  that  group  or  what? 
Does  one  person  have  the  final  decision  or  what? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  No:  if  there  is  no  agreement,  then  the  question  would 
be  referred  to  the  White  House.  This  would  be  Mr.  McGovern  in 
this  case. 

Mr.  Hagen.  Outside  of  the  cost  of  these  commodities  themselves, 
the  value  of  these  commodities  themselves,  what  additional  costs 
accrue  that  would  have  to  be  picked  up,  we  will  say,  by  appropriations? 

Referring  to  the  $2  billion  authorization,  what  additional  amounts 
of  money  would  be  involved? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  In  addition  to  the  cost  of  the  farm  commodity? 

Mr.  Hagen.  Yes.  We  have  that  in  storage. 

Air.  Ioanes.  Well,  it  would  be  the  cost  of  processing  commodities 
in  certain  instances — the  cost  of  transportation. 
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Mr.  Hagen.  Do  you  have  any  idea  what  the  bill  would  be  in  terms 
of  dollars  in  relation  to  the  $2  billion? 

Mr.  O’Leary.  We  computed  this  one  time  and  the  net  new  budget 
impact  of  a  $1.5  billion  authorization  was  about  $300  million. 

The  complexion  of  the  program — this  was  a  couple  of  years  ago — 
has  changed  a  little,  and  I  am  not  sure  that  the  relationship  would 
be  the  same,  but  the  net  new  cost,  if  you  take  into  account  that 
many  of  the  commodities  are  in  current  storage,  or  if  they  come  out 
of  the  free  market  anti  would  not  otherwise  move  they  would  come 
in  under  the  price-support  program  at  the  end  of  the  loan  year  and 
begin  to  accrue  storage  charges,  the  percentage  of  net  additional 
budget,  impact  is  small. 

Mr.  Ioanes.  It  is  about  20  percent,  roughly  20  percent  of  the  total. 
And  I  should  have  added  to  what  I  said  before:  that  the  biggest 
single  item  in  this  is  the  cost  of  ocean  transportation,  where  the  U.S. 
Government  bears  the  entire  dollar  cost  of  transportation  on  American 
vessels. 

Mr.  Hagen.  You  deduct  the  potential  storage  cost  on  the  com¬ 
modity? 

Mr.  O’Leary.  In  the  computation  we  made,  we  assumed  that  if  the 
commodities  did  not  move  out  of  storage,  they  would  stay  3  more 
years.  Or  if  they  moved  out  of  the  market,  they  would  otherwise 
have  come  into  the  price-support  program  and  stayed  in  storage  $ 
years. 

We  came  up — I  cannot  remember  the  percentage,  but  my  recollec¬ 
tion  is  that  it  was  about  $300  million  as  the  new  cost  of  $1.5  billion. 

Mr.  Hagen.  So  you  are  in  effect  asking  for  $2.3  billion? 

Mr.  O’Leary.  No;  the  $300  million  would  be  within  the  $1.5 
billion — and  of  $1.5  billion  authorization,  $1.2  billion  of  that  is  al¬ 
ready  spent.  Roughly  $300  million  is  still  to  be  spent  as  net  new 
costs  under  this  program. 

Mr.  Hagen.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Short.  I  would  like  to  pursue  the  point  that  Mr.  Hagen 
started  a  little  bit  further.  I  believe,  Mr.  Duncan,  you  said  these 
were  Government  contracts.  Is  that  quite  true?  Do  I  not  under¬ 
stand  title  I  of  Public  Law  480  to  be  a  vehicle  whereby  grain  exports 
move  through  commercial  channels? 

Mr.  Tetro.  The  negotiation  to  get  an  agreement  with  other  govern¬ 
ments  is  what  the  State  Department  does.  Once  an  agreement  is 
signed,  then  the  handling  of  the  purchase  authorizations  under  that 
agreement  gets  the  actual  movements  into  commercial  channels. 

Mr.  Short.  Let  me  ask  you  this  question  then:  Is  it  not  possible 
for  a  commercial  transaction  to  be  shaped  up,  and  if  the  recipient, 
the  foreign  country  and  those  in  this  country  come  to  some  agreement, 
then  is  not  about  the  only  function  of  the  Department  under  this  law 
to  make  the  determination  of  whether  the  export  subsidy  that  will  be 
necessary  to  pay  is  a  proper  one;  in  other  words,  that  the  grain  com¬ 
panies  are  not  offering  for  sale  at  a  price  below  what  it  should  be  which 
would  automatically  raise  the  amount  of  the  export  subsidy? 

Mr.  O’Leary.  May  I  speak  to  that,  sir.  The  government-to- 
government  agreement  is  in  the  nature  of  an  international  treaty.  It 
is  not  under  Public  Law  480,  because  there  are  certain  provisions  in 
the  law  which  require  the  foreign  government  to  agree,  for  example, 
that  commodities  purchased  under  Public  Law  480  will  not  increase 
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the  availability  of  commodities  to  countries  unfriendly  to  the  United 
States;  that  they  will  not  reexport  the  commodities  or  products  with¬ 
out  permission  of  the  United  States:  that  they  will  assure  that  these 
imports  under  Public  Law  480  will  not  displace  commercial  marketings 
that  they  would  otherwise  make. 

You,  therefore,  must  have  a  governmeiit-to-government  agreement 
because  private  trade  cannot  agree  to  these.  But  all  sales  under  such 
an  agreement  are  made  through  private  trade  channels  by  the  U.S. 
private  trade,  The  function  of  the  Government  is  twofold: 

First,  to  provide  that  the  financing  is  made  available  through  bank¬ 
ing  channels,  so  that  private  trade  can  function;  and,  second,  to  assure 
that  the  Government  funds  are  spent  effectively  and  efficiently;  in 
other  words,  that  the  commodities  which  are  shipped  do  represent 
the  contract  prices  set  up  in  the  negotiations  between  the  seller  anu 
the  buyer. 

Mr.  Short.  The  reason  I  asked  that  is  I  am  told  that  the  govern- 
ment-to-government  transaction  as  a  transaction  is  similar  to  the 
method  used  by  Canada  in  their  export  program  which  does  actually 
have  the  Government  in  the  grain  export  business. 

Mr.  O’Leary.  Public  Law  480  requires  that  private  trade  channels 
shall  be  used. 

Mr.  Short.  There  is  a  considerable  difference  in  the  concept  of  a 
government-to-government  negotiation  or  government-to-government 
transaction,  as  Canada  carries  it  out,  as  compared  to  the  way  we  carry 
it  out. 

Just  one  more  question — and  I  think  this  is  important  to  get  this 
picture  properly  into  the  record.  It  relates  to  the  cost  in  dollars  of 
this  program.  Perhaps  we  are  asking  an  impossible  question,  asking 
you  to  make  an  impossible  projection,  because,  as  I  see  it,  it  will  be 
impossible  to  make  a  determination  as  to  whether  or  not  all  of  these 
exports  will  be  drawn  out  of  Commodity  Credit  stocks  or  a  large 
portion  of  them  will  just  be  picked  up  on  the  market  as  they  move 
in  normal  channels  of  trade. 

Mr.  O’Leary.  Such  a  large  percentage  of  the  program  consists  of 
commodities  which  are  in  very  abundant  supply — such  as  wheat, 
feed  grains,  cotton,  edible  oils — that  it  is  pretty  safe  to  make  the 
assumption  that  if  a  cargo  of  wheat  were  not  exported  under  title  I, 
it  would  come  into  the  possession  of  CCC,  at  the  end  of  the  loan  year. 

This  same  thing  is  true  of  cotton,  although  the  cotton  surplus  is 
not  as  large  as  it  used  to  be.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  programing 
of  cotton  is  not  as  large  as  it  used  to  be. 

So  the  question  is  not  as  large  a  question  as  it  sounds  when  you 
take  into  account  that  the  bulk  of  the  program  does  consist  of  these 
commodities.  And  since  the  beginning  of  the  program  non-price- 
supported  commodities  have  amounted  to  less  than  one-half  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  program. 

Mr.  Short.  The  bulk  of  that  is,  to  keep  a  proper  picture  of  this 
request  that  you  are  making,  as  to  the  effect  that  will  have  on  the 
actual  drawing  out  of  CCC  stocks — it  is  conceivable  to  me  that  you 
might  have  a  very  extensive  export  program  going  on  under  the 
provisions  of  Public  Law  480 — and  except  for  the  amount  of  the 
payment-in-kind  for  the  export  subsidy,  you  would  not  draw  out  of 
CCC  stocks  1  bushel. 
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Mr.  O’Leary.  The  payment-in-kind  comes  out  of  CCC  stocks. 

Air.  Short.  That  is  right.  I  said  except  for  the  payment-in-kind, 
you  might  not  draw  it  out  of  CCC  stocks. 

Mr.  O’Leary.  That  is  true,  sir,  except  if  you  did  not  move  the 
2  bushels  that  go  out  from  private  stocks  together  with  the  1  bushel 
from  CCC  stocks  for  the  payment-in -kind,  if  you  did  not  move  it  this 
*  year  it  would  come  into  CCC  stocks  at  the  end  of  the  year. 

Mr.  Short.  Not  necessarily.  It  might  be  beyond  the  point  where 
you  could  even  put  it  into  CCC  stocks.  A  commercial  grain  concern 
might  have  a  few  million  bushels  of  grain  on  hand.  They  cannot  put 
grain  into  CCC  stocks. 

Mr.  O’Leary.  I  was  thinking  in  terms  of  wheat  being  produced, 
1.3  billion  bushels,  and  CCC  is  going  to  wind  up  with  a  certain  pro¬ 
portion  of  that  in  spite  of  anything  unless  it  is  moved  out  of  the 
country. 

Air.  Short.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Any  further  questions? 

If  not,  at  this  time  we  thank  you  for  coming  here,  and  I  hope  that 
you  will  provide  for  the  record  the  information  which  has  been  { 
requested  of  you  to  provide. 

We  will  adjourn  until  tomorrow  morning  at  10  o’clock,  at,  which 
time  we  will  be  in  executive  session  to  take  final  action  on  this  bill. 

And  immediately  following  that,  Air.  Gathings’  subcommittee  will 
have  some  representatives  in  from  the  Immigration  and  Naturaliza¬ 
tion  Service,  and  he  wants  to  invite  all  of  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  attend  his  hearing  in  executive  session. 

(The  following  letter  was  submitted  to  the  committee:) 


National  Milk  Producers  Federation, 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  28,  1961. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley:  We  shall  greatly  appreciate  it  if  you  will  put  in  the  record 
of  the  hearings  on  the  Public  Law  480  program  this  letter  supporting  an  author¬ 
ization  for  additional  funds  under  title  I. 

While  we  are  not  as  directly  concerned  with  title  I  as  we  are  with  other  parts 
of  Public  Law  480,  we  do,  nevertheless,  have  a  substantial  interest  in  its  con¬ 
tinued  and  expanded  use.  Approximately  $47  million  had  been  committed  for 
exports  of  dairy  products  through  December  31,  1960,  and  some  80  million 
pounds  of  nonfat  dry  milk  are  expected  to  be  programed  from  the  additional 
$2  billion  now  under  consideration. 

Public  Law  480  has  proven  its  value  as  an  instrument  for  moving  agricultural 
products  out  of  CCC  warehouses  into  useful  consumption  throughout  the  world. 
The  need  for  it  still  continues,  and  we  support  its  expansion. 

Sincerely, 


E.  M.  Norton,  Secretary. 


The  Chairman.  We  stand  adjourned  at  this  time  until  tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon,  at  12  noon,  the  committee  recessed,  to  reconvene  in 
executive  session  at  10  a.m.,  Thursday,  March  16,  1961.) 
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AMENDMENT  TO  AGRICULTURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ASSISTANCE 
ACT  OF  1954.  Amends  title  I  of  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress, 
by  increasing  the  authorization  for  the  calendar  year  1961 
by  $2  billion  to  a  total  of  $3.5  billion,  plus  any  unused 
authority  carried  over  from  I960.  Title  I  of  Public  Law 
480  authorizes  the  President  to  enter  into  agreements  with 
friendly  nations  to  provide  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies,  which  are  then 
used  for  a  number  of  purposes  enumerated  in  title  I  for 
the  benefit  of  the  United  States  and  the  purchasing  country. 
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S.  1027 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  22, 1961 

Mr.  Ellendkr  (by  request)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  amend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 

Assistance  Act  of  1954. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

)  3  That  section  103  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 

4  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 

5  deleting  “any  calendar  year  during  the  period  beginning 

6  January  1,  1960,  and  ending  December  31,  1961,”  and  sub- 

7  stituting  “the  calendar  year  1960,”  and  by  adding  at  the 

8  end  thereof  the  following :  “Agreements  shall  not  he  entered 

9  into  under  this  title  in  the  calendar  year  1961  which  will  call 

10  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 

11  poration,  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in 

I 


2 


1  amounts  in  excess  of  $3,500,000,000,  plus  any  amount  by 

2  which  agreements  entered  into  in  the  preceding  calendar  year 

3  have  called  or  will  call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the 

4  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts  less  than  author- 

5  ized  for  such  preceding  year  by  this  Act  as  in  effect  during 

6  such  preceding  years.” 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  22, 1961 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 

Assistance  Act  of  1954. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  103  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 

4  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  de- 

5  leting  “any  calendar  year  during  the  period  beginning 

6  January  1,  1960,  and  ending  December  31,  1961,”  and 

7  substituting  “the  calendar  year  1960,”  and  by  adding  at 

8  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Agreements  shall  not  be 

9  entered  into  under  this  title  in  the  calendar  year  1961  which 

10  will  call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the  Commodity 

11  Credit  Corporation,  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 

I 


2 


1  tion,  in  amounts  in  excess  of  $3,500,000,000,  plus  any 

2  amount  by  which  agreements  entered  into  in  the  preceding 

3  calendar  year  have  called  or  will  call  for  appropriations  to 

4  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts 

5  less  than  authorized  for  such  preceding  year  by  this  Act  as  in 

6  effect  during  such  preceding  year.” 
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contrary  to  the  bast  interests  of  the  program,  to  permit  an  undue  quantity 
of  grain  to  be  put  on  the  market.  If  a  certificate  is  not  presented  for 
redemption  within  30  days  of  its  issuance  reasonable  storage  and  other 
charges  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  beginning  30  days  after  issuance 
of  the  certificate  and  ending  with  its  presentation  for  redemption,  v^uld 

deducted  from  the  value  of  the  certificate.  However,  if  the  _ 

elected  to  hold  producers'  certificates  off  the  market  longer/than 
30 \fciys  after  their  issuance,  producers  would  not  have  to  bear  storage 
and  other  charges,  since  the  time  of  the  marketing  of  the  certificates 
wouldqot  be  within  their  control,  but  would  be  wholly  within/the  control 
of  the  Department.  Under  the  language  of  section  3  the  Secretary  is  re¬ 
quired  to\deduct  only  such  storage  and  other  charges  as  he/de termines  to 
be  reasonable  and  this  would  give  him  ample  authority  to /relieve  the  pro¬ 
ducer  of  storage  and  other  charges  under  these  circumstances. 

"Section  4  cK;  the  conference  substitute  ***  provides^that  the  Secretary 
shall  submit  toXCongress,  within  90  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
act,  a  detailed  report  on  the  progress,  cost,  and  reduction  of  surpluses 
under  the  program,  and  other  relevant  informatior 


0*  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report 
(but  did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  4728,  to  amend  Public  Law  480  so  as  to 
authorize  $2  billion  additional  under  title  I  for  sales  of  surplus  commodities 
for  foreign  currencies  in  1961.  p.  Hfrl77? 

3.  SUGAR.  As  reported  by  the  Agriculture  Committee,  H.  R.  5463  extends  the  Sugar 
Act  from  March  31,  1961,  to  December  31^/1962,  relieves  the  President  of  the 
obligation  to  purchase  any  part  of  fche/sugar  formerly  supplied  by  Cuba  from 
any  country  with  which  the  United  Sta^s  does  not  maintain  diplomatic  relas- 
tions,  and  requires  that  in  authori^ingvthe  purchase  of  quantities  of  sugar 
which  cannot  be  supplied  by  countries  wlr^ch  have  quotas  under  the  Act  con¬ 
sideration  shall  be  given  to  couyftries  of\:he  Western  Hemisphere  and  to  those 
countries  purchasing  U.  S.  agricultural  conXodities. 

The  committee  report  includes  the  following  statement  regarding  the  effect 
of  the  bill  on  foreign  purchases: 

"H.  R,  5463  will  amend  those  provisions  of  bhe  Sugar  Act  respecting 
foreign  purchases  whyHi  were  established  by  Pub\ic  Law  86-592,  as  follows: 

"Presidential  authority  to  establish  the  sugar\mota  for  Cuba  through 
December  31,  1962 Vat  such  level  as  the  President  shall  find  from  time  to 
time  to  be  in  thVnational  interest,  but  in  no  eventvin  excess  of  the  Cuban 
quota  under  the/basic  quota  system  of  the  Sugar  Act.  'If  the  President  sets 
the  Cuban  quoJ?a  at  less  than  its  basic  quota,  the  amount  of  the  reductions 
are  to  be  distributed  as  follows:  \ 

"(1)  An  amount  equivalent  to  Cuba's  share  in  any  domestik  area  production 
deficit  may  be  assigned  exclusively  to  other  domestic  areas\and  then 
"(2)  To  five  nations  whose  quotas  have  been  between  3,000  aHd  10,000 
tons,  £  sufficient  quantity  of  sugar  to  bring  each  up  to  10,000vtons, 

Thespr  nations  are  Costa  Rica,  Haiti,  Panama,  The  Netherlands,  ant 
Nationalist  China;  and  then 

(3)  To  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  15  percent  of  the  remainde 
(nd  then 

"(4)  To  other  countries  having  quotas  under  the  act  (except  those  fii 
nations  mentioned  in  (2)  above)  the  remaining  85  percent  in  amounts  pro-x 
rated  according  to  the  basic  quotas  established  by  the  act,  'except  that 
any  amounts  which  would  be  purchased  from  any  country  with  which  the  Unite* 
States  is  not  in  diplomatic  relations  need  not  be  purchased' ;  and  then 


"(5)  If  additional  amounts  of  sugar  are  needed,  purchases  may  be  made 
from  any  other  foreign  nation  without  regard  to  allocations,  but  with  con¬ 
sideration  given  to  countries  of  the  Western  Hemisphere  and  to  those  cour^- 
tries  purchasing  U.  S.  agricultural  commodities.  / 

"The  bill  continues  the  President's  present  authority  to  obtain  refined 
sugar  if  raw  sugar  is  not  reasonably  available." 

The  committee  report  includes  the  following  statement  regarding  la^er  enact* 
ment  of  more  permenent  sugar  legislation: 

M 

Amendments  to  the  basic  Sugar  Act  will  be  thoroughly  considered  in  open 
hearings  op  the  enactment  of  more  permanent  sugar  legislation^  which  the 
chairman  has  stated  will  be  scheduled  as  early  as  possible/in  May.  At 
these  hearings  those  interested  in  the  various  aspects  of/the  Sugar  Act 
will  be  given  Vn  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  committee  and  express 
their  points  of\n.ew  and  the  committee  itself  will  havP  full  opportunity  to 
integrate  the  var\ous  proposals  into  the  act  as  a  wl/le  and  reach  a  mature 
and  informed  decision  on  an  amendment  and  extensior/of  the  act  which  will 
best  serve  the  national  interest." 

4.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  Received  from  the  Merchant  Max'ine  and  Fisheries  and  Educa-  ( 

tion  and  Labor  Committees  rdfcorts  on  the  expenditures  of  foreign  currencies  in 
connection  with  foreign  travel  by  Members  and  Employees  of  the  committees 
pp.  4051-2  x  x 

5.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM,  Rep.  McCormack  announced  that  the  following  items  are 

scheduled  for  today,  Mar.  21:  Conference  report  on  the  feed  grains  bill 
consideration  of  the  sugar  bill  under ybtion  to  suspend  the  rules,  and  the 
call  of  the  Consent  and  Private  Calendars,  p.  4041 

Senate 


t.  FARM  LOANS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  18X2.  to  Increase  from  10  to  25 

Ch?  porti°"  of  the  onjlual  approprlatiortv.  for  Farmers  Home  Administration 
l0ans  ^at  “y  be/sed  for  loans  to  b^xowers  whose  operating  loan 
indebtedness  would  exceed#0,000.  This  bill  wil^now  be  sent  to  the  President 

7.  ^SEARCH;  FOOD  INSPECTION.  Passed  as  reported  S.  102s\o  amend  the  Nematocide. 

lant  Regulator,  Def/liant,  and  Desiccant  Amdnement  of  1959  so  as  to  authorize 

of  theCreeistrafidf  andUUfe  t0  eXtend  bey°nd  MarCh  5>  Che  e££e«ive  date 

the  registrati,dn  and  enforcement  provisions  of  the  Federal  Insecticide 

defol’i1^’  and/°de?ticide  Act  with  respect  to  nematoci descent  regulators, 
defoliants,  ai yd  desiccants,  pp.  4031-2  ^  ’ 

8.  NOMINATIONS/  Received  the  nominations  of  Charles  S.  Murphy,  John  P,  Duncan 

anlc  J.^felch,  James  T.  Ralph,  Horace  Godfrey,  and  Willard  Cochran*  to  be’ 
members/f  the  CCC  Board  of  Directors,  p.  4040 

'.“I,  Sen.  Young,  0.,  commended  the  President's  action  establishing  a 
g/tness?"’  Tmt  ^  emb°dles  Che  splriC  that  «<"•*  this  count^kto 

’0/CL^1ATION  The  Trrigation  and  Reclamation  Subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  \ 

S  107  to  ^th  C°™1Ctee  voted  to  reP°Ft  to  the  full  committee  with  amendments 
s.  107,  to  authorize  construction  of  the  Navajo  Indian  irrigation  project  and 
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).  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without 
amendment  H.  R.  4728,  to  amend  Public  Law  400  so  as  to  provide  an  additional 
authorization  of  $2  billion  during  1961  under  title  I  for  sales  of  surplus  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  (H.  Rept.  196) .  p.  4417 

2.  FARM  LABOR.  The /Equipment ,  Supplies,  and  Manpower  Subcommittee  of  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Commit tee/voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  H,  R.  i^lO,  to  extend  the 
Mexican  farm/labor  program,  p.  D193 
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3.  REORGANIZATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  witM^out  amendment 
H.  R.  52-42,  to  amend  and  extend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  soNthat  it  will 
apply jCo  reorganization  plans  transmitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  tf*oe  before 
June/,  1963  (H.  Rept.  195).  p.  4417 
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LOANS.  The  Veterans’  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment  &,  R. 
^723,  to  extend  the  veterans'  guaranteed  and  direct  home  loan  program  ana\to 
provide  additional  funds  for  the  veterans'  direct  loan  program  (H.  Rept.  1^0. 
p.  4417 

MINIMUM  WAGES.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  3985,  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  and  increase  the  minimum  wage  gradually  to  $1.25  an  hour.  PP»  4345-4409 
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APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Coimnittee  was  granted  permission  until  / 

'  midnight  Fri.  to^file  a  report  on  the  Treasury-Post  Office  appropriation  b/11 


7.  DEPKSJSSED  AREAS.  Received  an  Abilene,  Kan, ,  Chamber  of  Commerce  resolution 
opposing  the  Douglas  area  redevelopment  bill.  p.  4419 


SENATE 


8.  THIRD  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1961.  The  Appropriations  Committee 
marked  up  an&.voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  yith  amendments 
this  bill,  H.  5188.  p,  D192  -  r 
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9.  FARM  LABOR.  Extensio\o£  remarks  of  Rep.  Cohelan  insetting  an  article.  ''United 
States  Echoes  Migrant  flight,"  and  stating  that  it  /o ints  out  certain  impor¬ 
tant  aspects  of  the  preening  migrant  farm  labor  problem.  pp.  A2038-9 


10.  CREDIT  UNIONS.  Extension  ©^remarks  of  Rep.  Ma*6n  discussing  his  proposed 

tax  loophole  closers"  bills\to  impose  incoma/tax  on  credit  unions,  .pp, 
A2039-40  x  7 


C 


11.  LIVESTOCK.  Extension  of  remarks  df  Rep.  Skriver  inserting  an  article  citing 
the  importance  of  the  livestock  industjtf  to  Kansas'  economy,  and  stating 
that  it  would  be  pertinent  to  place\lfefore  the  Members  some  of  the  facts  of 

an  industry  which  flourishes  without/^  program  of  Federal  subsidies." 
p.  A2042  x  x 


12.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  ReV  Evins  inserting  a  statement 

—l!1"8  tha  objectives  of/fhe  Small  Business  Act  and  the  recent  accomplish 
ments  in  carrying  out  these  /Objectives,  pp.  2^!050-l 


13.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Flkod  inserting  a  Pa.  State 

areaS  °f  labor  surP^Vir»  Pa.,  and  stating  that 
the  report  underscore^:  he  need  for  passage  by  the\>use  of  the  area  re¬ 
development  bill.,  g/  A2053  ^ 


i4.  PEACE  CORPS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Fascell  insert 
Kennedy  s  Peacy  Corps  Could  Uplift  Youth."  p.  A2057 


ig  an  article. 


l5'  ^  PROGRAM V Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Andersen  insert ln\an  address  by 

on  ; i!  Zf  e  senaral  subject  o£  fara  policy  and  stating W  "it  ooints 
PP.CA20^8  £°r  3  S°“nd  and  Morkable  Policy  for  the  Nation's  fidgets." 


i6.  LABOR^MDARDS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Santangelo  inserting  a\address 

ttflAeS’e01  1  discussing  the  minimum  wage  law,  its  proposed  increases^  ex- 
tended  coverage  and  proposed  substitutions,  pp.  A2063-5 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


‘  we!^h  r'  3?32’  7  Rep-  Rhodes>  Art2->  to  provide  for  a  program  of 

modification  to  be  carried  out  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  act¬ 
ing  in  cooperation  with  the  National  Science  Foundation,  to  increase 


87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Keport 
1st  Session  j  j  No.  196 


ADDITIONAL  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SALE  OF  AGRICUL¬ 
TURAL  COMMODITIES  UNDER  TITLE  I  OF  PUBLIC  LAW 
480 


March  23,  1961. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  4728J 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  4728)  to  amend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favor¬ 
ably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do 
pass. 

PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  authorize  the  President  to  enter  into 
agreements  during  the  1961  calendar  year  calling  for  the  sale  of  an 
additional  $2  billion  of  agricultural  commodities  under  the  authority 
of  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954,  .  commonly  called  Public  Law  480. 

The  most  recent  extension  of  Public  Law  480  was  Public  Law 
86-341,  enacted  September  21,  1959,  which  extended  the  act  from 
December  31,  1959,  to  December  31,  1961,  and  authorized  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  enter  into  agreements  during  each  of  the  calendar  years  1960 
and  1961  at  the  rate  of  $1.5  billion  per  year,  plus  any  unused  author¬ 
ization  from  the  previous  year. 

In  May  1960,  however,  President  Eisenhower  entered  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  India  which  committed  to  this  one  country  $2.2  billion — 
more  than  two-thirds — of  the  total  authorization  for  title  I  for  the 
calendar  years  1960  and  1961.  This  is  the  basic  reason  why  this  bill 
is  necessary — to  restore  the  authorization  for  these  2  calendar  years 
back  to  the  point  where  it  would  be  except  for  the  Indian  agreement. 

Because  the  total  amount  of  the  Indian  agreement  exceeded  the 
available  authorization  for  the  calendar  year  1960,  only  the  first-year 
portion  of  the  agreement,  amounting  to  about  $530  million,  was*  im- 

57006 
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plemented  at  that  time.  The  other  3-year  portion  of  the  agreement 
was  formalized  in  January  1961,  using  up  almost  $1.6  billion  of  the 
President’s  authority  to  enter  into  such  agreements  in  this  current 
calendar  year,  and  leaving  a  balance  (due  to  carryover  from  1960) 
of  about  $250  million. 

Other  agreements  signed  this  calendar  year  have  now  taken  up 
virtually  all  of  the  1961  authorization,  so  that  operations  under  title 
I  will  be  brought  to  a  halt  unless  this  additional  authorization  is  pro¬ 
vided.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  reports  that  proposals  to  use 
approximately  $1.3  billion  of  the  requested  additional  authorization 
are  now  in  some  stage  of  negotiation.  Further  details  of  the  use  to  be 
made  of  this  new  authorization  are  included  in  the  executive  com¬ 
munication  requesting  the  legislation  and  the  justification  statement 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  which  are  set  out  below. 

PUBLIC  LAW  480  OPERATIONS 

The  committee  believes  that  the  programs  carried  out  under  the 
authority  of  Public  Law  480  are  too  well  known  to  the  House  to  re¬ 
quire  a  detailed  description  in  this  report.  Such  a  detailed  descrip¬ 
tion  is  to  be  found  in  the  most  recent  semiannual  report  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  which  was  published  as  House  Document  449,  86th  Congress. 

Briefly,  title  I  of  the  law  (the  only  part  of  the  act  which  is  affected 
by  the  bill  herewith  reported)  authorizes  the  President  to  enter  into 
agreements  with  foreign  countries  under  which  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  are  sold  to  those  countries  for  their  local  currency.  Both  the 
commodities  to  be  sold  under  the  agreement  and  the  uses  to  which 
the  foreign  currency  is  to  be  put  are  stipulated  in  such  agreements. 

Operations  under  the  program  from  its  beginning  in  1954  through 
the  latest  date  for  which  data  are  available  are  shown  in  the  following 
three  tables: 

Table  I  shows  the  composite  value,  by  commodities,  of  all  the 
agreements  entered  into  from  the  start  of  the  program  through 
December  31,  1960. 

Table  II  shows  the  uses  to  which  the  foreign  currency  is  to  be 
put,  as  stipulated  in  agreements  entered  into  up  to  December  31, 
1960. 

Table  III  shows  a  further  breakdown  of  the  use  of  this  foreign 
currency  abroad  by  the  United  States.  ( 


Table  I. — Commodity  composition  of  programs  under  title  I,  Public  Law  480  agreements,  signed  July  1,  1954,  through  Dec.  81,  1960 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 
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See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  4. 


Table  I.  Commodity  composition  of  programs  under  title  I,  Public  Law  480  agreements,  signed  July  1,  1954,  through  Dec.  31,  I960- Con, 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 
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Table  II. —  Uses  of  foreign  currency  as  provided  in  title  I,  Public  Law  480  agree - 
ments,  signed  July  1,  1954,  through  Dec.  31,  1960  1 

[Amounts  are  in  thousand  dollar  equivalents  at  the  deposit  rate  of  exchange] 


Country 


Total 
amount  in 
agreements 
(market 
value, 
including 
oversea 
transpor¬ 
tation) 


104(e) 

common 

defense 


104(e) 
grants  for 
economic 
develop¬ 
ment 


104(e) 
loans  to 
private 
enterprise 


104(g) 
loans  to 
foreign 
govern¬ 
ments 


For  U.S. 
uses  8 


Argentina _ 

Austria _ 

Brazil _ 

Burma _ 

Ceylon _ 

Chile _ 

China  (Taiwan) _ 

Colombia _ 

Ecuador _ 

Finland _ 

France _ 

Germany _ 

Greece _ 

Iceland . - . 

India*  3 * * * * _ 

Indonesia - 

Iran _ 

Israel _ 

Italy - - - 

Japan _ 

Korea _ 

Mexico _ 

Netherlands _ 

Pakistan _ 

Paraguay _ 

Peru _ 

Philippines - 

Poland _ 

Portugal _ 

Spain _ 

Thailand _ 

Turkey _ _ - 

United  Arab  Republic: 

Egypt - - 

Syria _ 

United  Kingdom _ 

Uruguay _ 

Vietnam _ 

Yugoslavia . . 


Total- 


Uses  as  percent  of  total- 


64, 

42, 

214, 

40, 

26, 

71, 

55, 

70, 

10, 

44, 

60, 

1, 

86, 

10, 

,345, 

164, 

32, 

168. 

152, 

150, 

201, 

28, 

396, 

3, 
37, 
14, 

365, 

7, 

456, 

4, 
232, 


100 

940 

420 

700 

100 

900 

500 

890 

940 

735 

440 

200 

000 

270 

203 

300 

446 

554 

900 

800 

000 

200 

275 

870 

000 

280 

400 

300 

100 

130 

600 

265 


198,  800 
28. 200 
48,  150 
46,  400 
20,  500 
408,  530 


*  5,311, 338 


100 


,250 


2,000 


100 

30,550 

80 


6,000 

4,  340 


6,540 
850 
8,600 
11,  270 
710 
3, 165 
13, 989 


36, 500 
26, 328 
178,  547 
26,  550 
9,580 
56,  330 
2,300 
41, 180 
7,660 
25, 454 


7,  470 


5, 763 


369, 875 
21, 900 


4,200 


700 
162, 910 


5,945 
765 
112,634 
13,600 
1,557 
25,  827 
6,  250 


47,  350 
7,  374 
667, 708 
91, 895 
15,  605 
111,537 
100,  500 
108, 850 


3,  500 
7, 100 


13,  600 


79,  366 


57,  592 


41,712 


100 
3, 100 


4, 962 

1,000 


135. 392 
2,250 
21,  523 
5,200 


9,910 
67, '739 


18,  230 

37.  450 
5,200 


3,400 
228,  730 
2,050 
48. 092 

113, 400 
16, 900 


10, 228 


114,290 


11,  550 
5, 100 


23, 300 
213,  091 


372, 546 


585,  667 

11 


355, 756 
6.7 


19,350 
16, 612 
33, 873 

8.150 
5,640 

14,  620 
14,050 
18,360 
2,570 
16,116 
46, 451 
1.200 

25,  235 
2, 131 

194,986 
36, 905 
9,521 

26,  990 

46,  150 
41,  250 
34,  590 

7,500 
275 
82,  808 
750 
10,  695 

5. 100 
365, 300 

3, 700 
217, 490 
2,  550 
98. 204 

47,  950 

6. 100 

48. 150 
11, 550 

5, 172 
81, 149 


1, 609, 193 
30.3 


i  Amounts  shown  are  subject  to  adjustment  when  actual  commodity  purchases  and  currency  allocations 

have  been  made.  ,  .  ,  .  TT  _ 

8  Agreements  provide  that  a  specific  amount  of  foreign  currency  proceeds  may  be  used  under  various  U.S. 

use  categories,  including  currency  uses  which  are  limited  to  amounts  as  may  be  specified  in  appropriation 

acts.  Included  are  uses  specified  under  subsecs.  104  (a),  (b),  (f),  (h),  (i),  (j),  (k),  (1),  (m),  (n),  (o),  (p),  (q), 

(r),  and  seometimes  (d)  insofar  as  specified  in  agreements. 

8  Includes  only  the  amounts  to  be  financed  during  the  1st  year  of  the  4-year  agreement  signed  May  4,  1960. 
<  Amounts  shown  in  this  column  may  differ  from  amounts  on  table  I,  which  reflects  purchase  authoriza¬ 
tion  transactions. 
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Table  III. — Status  of  foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480  as  of  Sept.  SO,  1960 

[In  million  dollar  equivalents] 


Uses  as  specified  in  sec.  104,  Public  Law  480 


104(c)  common  defense _ 

104(e)  grants  for  economic  development _ 

104(e)  loans  to  private  enterprise _ ”11111111 

104(g)  loans  to  foreign  governments _ 

U.S.  uses 

Treasury:  104(f)  payment  of  U.S.  obligations . . 

Agriculture:  104(a)  agricultural  market  development 
104 (k)  scientific  activities,  104(m)  agricultural  fairs  ’ 
International  Cooperation  Administration:  104(d)  pur-" 

chase  of  goods  for  other  countries _ 

Defense:  Military  family  housing  i 

State:  . 

104(h)  and  (j)  international  educational  exchange  and 

American-sponsored  schools  and  centers _ 

104(1)  buildings  for  U.S.  Government  use^ 

U.S.  Information  Agency:  104(i)  and  (j)  translation"  of" 
books  and  periodicals  and  American-sponsored  centers 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  104(k)  scientific  activ"-" 

lties _ 

National  Science  Foundation:  To4(¥)’scIentifie’activitles” 


Total. 


Allocation 
by  Bureau 
of  Budget 

Transfers 
to  agency 
accounts 

Disburse¬ 
ments  by 
agency 

317.8 

299.0 

268.2 

349.6 

219.3 

79.0 

255.0 

206.9 

35.4 

1, 739.  7 

1, 566. 7 

885.1 

584.2 

550.5 

313.7 

105.7 

67.8 

20.5 

63.9 

51.3 

30.8 

101.5 

105.6 

65.0 

63.8 

53.3 

14.5 

5.2 

.5 

15.1 

12.1 

3.1 

5.2 

.3 

1.6 

1.1 

.6 

3, 608. 3 

3, 134. 4 

2  1, 715. 9 

,  ,  .. - ,  —  ,r  »  uiaici  uses,  ueien: 

totaling  less  than  $50,000  through  Sept.  30,  1960. 

1  Includes  $720,000  disbursed  in  non-title  I  countries. 


:  activities 


ESSENTIALITY  OF  THE  TITLE  I  PROGRAM 

As  long  rs  American  farms  are  producing  more  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  than  can  be  sold  through  the  normal  channels  of  trade  for 
consumption  at  home  and  abroad,  title  I  of  Public  Law  480  is  the 
major  instrument  available  to  the  United  States  in  making  use  of  this 
abundance  throughout  the  world.  It  is  the  keystone  of  our  use  of 
agricultural  surpluses,  to  help  friendly  nations  in  need  of  assistance 
ancl  it  has  been  a  major  factor  m  moving  these  surpluses  from  CCC 
storage  bins  into  useful  consumption  throughout  the  world. 

T  rom  the  start  of  the  program  through  December  31,  1960,  the 
o  lowing  quantities  of  agricultural  conunodities  have  been  programed 
under  title  I:  1,437  million  bushels  of  wheat,  288  million  bushels  of 

ooe  grfrnS’  49  lxndlor*  hundredweight  of  rice,  5,283,000  bales  of  cotton, 
298  million  pounds  of  tobacco,  278  million  pounds  of  dairy  products 
more  than  4  billion  pounds  of  fats  and  oils,  17  million  pounds  of 
poultry,  482,000  hundredweight  of  dry  edible  beans,  184  million 
pounds  of  fruits  and  vegetables,  and  113  million  pounds  of  meat. 

e  foreign  currencies  -which  have  been  received  for  these  commod¬ 
ities  have  not  only  been  an  important  source  of  aid  to  underdeveloped 
entries  in  the  form  of  loans  and  grants  for  economic  development 
and  similar  purposes,  but  have  been  used  in  place  of  American  dollars 

abf°^dii  To  ,the  extent  that  foreign  currencies 
have  taken  the  place  of  dollars,  the  outflow  of  gold  from  the  United 

flbri»4  1  br  stoPPed  and  d°llar  appropriations  for  expenditure 
been  un/iecessary-  Through  December  31,  1960,  foreign 
,  accramg  from  the  sale  of  commodities  under  title  I  have 
actUht  f°r  Le  f°lowinS  mai°r  Purposes:  7  percent  for  defense 
devJlnnm  T™!?’  11  Percentt  m  the  form  of  grants  for  economic 
^  ,o!  ori*“’  6-7  P«vent  for  loans  to  U.S. 

busmess  Aims  and  affiliates  for  oversea  development  or  for  business 
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loans  for  the  increased  use  of  American  agricultural  commodities  iu 
the  country  of  origin,  45  percent  for  loans  to  foreign  governments, 
and  30.3  percent  for  uses  of  the  U.S.  Government  in  foreign  countries. 
It  is  clear  that  had  not  foreign  currencies  been  available  for  many  of 
these  purposes.  U.S.  dollars  would  have  had  to  be  used.  For  gov¬ 
ernmental  obligations  abroad,  for  example,  more  than  $1.6  billion  in 
local  currencies  have  been  made  available  under  title  I,  largely  in 
replacement  of  appropriated  American  dollars. 

It  is  essential,  not  only  to  agriculture  but  to  the  general  welfare  of 
the  country,  that  this  program  be  continued  and  that  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  requested  for  the  President  for  this  calendar  year  be  approved. 
Congress  has  encouraged  the  making  of  agreements  for  the  sale  of 
our  surplus  commodities  over  longer  periods  of  time  than  the  1-year 
agreements  which  were  customarily  made  up  until  last  year.  It  is  in 
response  to  the  stated  congressional  attitude  that  an  agreement  for 
4  years  has  been  entered  into  with  India  and  that  a  4-year  agreement 
is  now  in  negotiation  with  Pakistan.  In  this  connection,  it  should 
be  clearly  understood  that  although  the  authority  of  the  President 
to  enter  into  the  agreement  is  charged  against  this  year’s  authoriza¬ 
tion,  the  actual  export  of  the  commodities  and  the  commitment  of 
the  CCC  thereunder  will  take  place  over  a  future  period  of  years. 

The  future  commitment  under  the  India  agreement  alone  is  more 
than  the  total  presently  authorized  in  the  act  for  the  whole  ot  this 
calendar  year  although  the  commodities  will  not  be  shipped  nor  any 
CCC  obligation  incurred  until  future  years.  That  is  the  reason  why, 
in  the  absence  of  the  additional  authority  conferred  by  this  bill  on 
the  President,  no  further  title  T  transactions  could  be  agreed  to  by 
the  United  States  for  the  balance  of  this  calendar  year. 

USE  OF  OTHER  PROGRAMS 

The  committee  takes  this  occasion  to  reiterate  the  position  it  has 
expressed  in  virtually  every  legislative  report  on  Public  Law  480  or 
an  amendment  thereto,  that  while  title  I  must  remain  the  major 
vehicle  for  moving  our  agricultural  surpluses  into  useful  consumption 
through  the  world,  no  opportunity  should  be  lost  to  take  full  advan¬ 
tage  of  every  possibility  of  exporting  these  agricultural  commodities 
in  exchange  for  strategic  and  other  materials  of  value  to  the  United 
States  or  for  long-term  dollar  credit  as  provided  by  title  IV  of  Public 
Law  480.  The  committee  was  gratified  to  learn  from  spokesmen  ior 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  that  increasing  emphasis  is  to  be 
placed  on  these  two  methods  of  exporting  agricultural  commodities. 

The  title  I  agreement  with  India  which  obligated  $2.2  billion  of  the 
$3  billion  authorization  available  to  the  President  for  the  years  1960 
and  1961  is  a  case  in  point  where  the  committee  believes  other  programs 
might  have  been  used  to  the  advantage  of  this  country  to  cover  at 
least  part  of  India’s  needs.  Prior  to  the  negotiation  of  the  Indian 
agreement  there  had  been  efforts  extending  over  a  period  of  approxi¬ 
mately  2  years  on  the  part  of  the  Indian  Government  to  arrange  a 
barter  of  a  very  substantial  quantity  of  strategic  materials  for  U.S. 
agricultural  surpluses.  After  long  negotiations  the  Indian  offer  was 
cut  down  to  two-thirds  of  the  original  quantity  and  finally  approved 
on  terms  so  difficult  that  only  a  portion  of  it  has  ever  moved.  Also 
prior  to  the  signing  of  the  title  I  agreement  there  were  indications  to 
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members  of  this  committee  that  the  Government  of  India  was  in¬ 
terested  in  the  purchase  of  a  substantial  quantity  of  wheat  to  be  paid 
lor  m  dollars  under  the  credit  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  act.  No 
wheat  was  sold  under  title  IV,  however,  and  the  quantity  which  moved 
under  the  barter  transaction  finally  approved  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  was  very  much  smaller  than  had  'been  proposed.  In¬ 
stead,  the  Department  negotiated  the  title  I  agreement  under  which 
all  ol  the  surplus  commodities  shipped  to  India  are  to  be  paid  for  in 
Indian  currency  with  the  agreement  that  42 y2  percent  of  this  currency 
is  to  be  given  back  to  India  in  the  form  of  a  grant  for  economic 
development  and  another  42L  percent  is  to  be  returned  in  the  form 
ol  a  40-year  loan.  Only  15  percent  of  the  rupees  to  be  paid  under 
this  agreement  will  be  available  for  the  use  of  the  United  States. 
While  not  condemning  the  Department  for  entering  into  this  title  I 
agreement,  it  appears  to  the  committee  that  the  willingness  and  ability 
ot  India  to  pay  for  these  commodities  either  in  dollars  or  in  valuable 
ores  and  other  materials  should  have  been  utilized  to  the  fullest 
before  entering  into  the  sale  under  the  provisions  of  title  I. 

executive  communication  and  statement 


The  bill  reported  herewith  was  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by 
Executive  Communication  592  of  February  16,  1961,  with  the  recom¬ 
mendation  that  it  be  enacted.  Following  is  the  text  of  the  executive 
communication  and  also  of  a  summary  statement  by  the  Department 
ol  Agriculture  ol  the  urgent  need  for  this  legislation. 


Speaker  of  the  House, 
house  of  Representatives. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  February  16,  1961. 


Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Enclosed  is  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to  pro- 
vide  an  increase  of  $2  billion  in  the  authority  of  title  I  of  the  Agri- 
cultural  trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended 
(Public  Law  480,  83d  Cong.),  for  calendar  year  1961. 

title  I  ol  Public  Law  480  authorizes  the  President  to  enter  into 
agreements  with  friendly  nations  or  organizations  of  friendly  nations 
to  provide  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign 
currencies.  The  title  I  authorization  currently  provides  for  sales  *of 
81.0  billion  at  cost  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  each  of 
calendar  years  1960  and  1961  plus  any  unused  amounts  from  previous 
authorizations. 


The  past  administration,  in  a  letter  dated  January  9,  1961  ad¬ 
dressed  to  you  irom  Clarence  L.  Miller,  then  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  submitted  a  request  for  an  increase  of  $1.1  billion  to' the 
current  title  I  authority  for  calendar  year  1961. 

As  you  know,  President  Kennedy  appointed  a  Food  for  Peace 
Committee  to  make  an  analysis  of  current  legislative  programs  and 
report  its  findings  and  recommendations  on  how  to  shift  from  the 
concept  of  surplus  disposal  to  utilization  of  our  abundant  food  supply 
to  help  raise  the  living  and  nutritional  standards  of  peoples  here  at 
home  and  abroad. 

The  Committee  has  submitted  the  recommendations  and  they  are 
now  under  study.  One  ol  the  recommendations  provides  for  an  im¬ 
mediate  authorization  of  at  least  $2  billion  for  the  balance  of  calendar 
year  1961  under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480. 
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Additional  new  requests  have  been  received  and  new  information 
has  developed  indicating  that  a  $2  billion  authorization  would  more 
effectively  meet  title  I  programing  requirements  during  calendar  year 
1961  than  would  the  $1.1  billion  request  submitted  earlier.  Thus, 
the  administration  accepts  this  recommendation  and  reemphasizes 
the  urgent  need  for  immediate  action.  Only  a  small  amount  of  the 
current  funds  remain  uncommitted.  We  are  now  in  position  in  our 
programing  where  these  remaining  funds  are  becoming  so  limited 
that  it  may  be  necessary  to  inform  foreign  governments  that  their 
current  requests  may  have  to  be  deferred.  Therefore,  it  is  imperative 
that  Congress  be  asked  to  take  prompt  action  to  consider  a  bill  for 
additional  funds. 

We  recommend  that  any  other  amendments  to  this  act  be  considered 
in  separate  legislation  at  a  later  date. 

Enactment  of  the  proposed  legislation  would  result  in  no  increase 
in  employment  or  administrative  costs  in  the  fiscal  year  1962.  The 
program  costs  of  $1.6  billion  estimated  for  the  fiscal  year  1962  takes 
into  account  the  proposed  additional  authorization. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  enactment  of  the  proposed 
legislation  would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

A  similar  letter  is  being  sent  to  the  President  of  the  Senate. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman. 


JUSTIFICATION  FOR  ADDITIONAL  $2  BILLION  AUTHORIZATION  UNDER 
TITLE  I,  PUBLIC  LAW  480,  FOR  CALENDAR  YEAR  1961 

The  total  authorization  available  for  calendar  year  1961  was 
$1.5  billion,  plus  $335  million  carried  over  from  calendar  year  1960. 
This  has  all  been  committed  in  signed  agreements  or  in  agreements 
expected  to  be  signed.  The  major  part  was  committed  against  the 
last  3  years  of  the  India  agreement  ($1,589  billion)  which  could  not 
be  covered  by  the  calendar  year  1960  authorization.  This  left  $246 
million  available  for  other  programs. 

Future  programing  plans  of  the  Department  involve  three  categories 
of  development  at  the  present  time,  as  follows  : 

1.  Country  programs  approved  for  negotiation  when  funds 
become  available,  $50  million. — This  category  includes  a  few  coun¬ 
tries  for  which  programs  have  been  approved  by  the  Department 
and  need  only  the  availability  of  funds  to  be  placed  into  nego¬ 
tiation. 

2.  Programs  under  development  resulting  from  country  requests, 
$1,250  million. — This  group  involves  countries  who  have  made 
requests  for  programs  and  whose  requests  are  now  being  reviewed 
and  analyzed  by  the  Department.  This  category  includes  a 
request  from  the  Government  of  Pakistan  for  a  4-year  agreement. 
At  the  present  time  we  are  thinking  in  terms  of  a  4-year  program 
for  Pakistan  of  nearly  $1  billion  and  programs  for  additional 
countries  such  as  China  (Taiwan)  and  Indonesia. 

3.  Additional  programs  expected,  $600  million. — Although  no 
formal  country  requests  have  been  received  in  this  category, 
several  programs  are  now  in  preliminary  stages  of  discussion. 
The  principal  program  is  this  category  is  the  possible  negotiation 
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of  a  multiyear  agreement  with  the  Government  of  Brazil  as  a 
result  of  the  special  food-for-peace  mission  to  Latin  America. 
Other  programs  in  this  group  include  such  countries  as  Chile,. 
Israel,  Paraguay,  the  United  Arab  Republic,  and  Poland. 


Commodities  expected  to  be  programed  from  $2,000,000,000  authorization 

Quantity  in 

Commodity:  millions 

Wheat  and  wheat  flour _ bushels..  425 

Feed  grains _ do _  45 

Rice  (milled) _ hundredweight..  10.  5 

Cotton : 

Upland - bales.  _  1.  1 

Extra-long  staple _ do _  .  05 

Tobacco - pounds  30 

Nonfat  dry  milk _ do _  80 

Vegetable  oils _ do _  950 

Nonprice  support  (tallow,  lard,  meat  and  poultry  products,  fruit) 

dollars.  _  25-50 

Ocean  transportation _ do _  180 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 


Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 

as  Amended 

******* 

Sec.  103.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  making  payment  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  to  the  extent  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  not  reimbursed  under  section  105  for  commodities 
disposed  of  and  costs  incurred  under  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act,  there 
are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  are  equal  to 
(1)  the  Corporation's  investment  in  commodities  made  available  for 
export  under  this  title  and  title  II  of  this  Act,  including  processing, 
packaging,  transportation,  and  handling  costs,  (2)  all  costs  incurred 
by  the  Corporation  in  making  funds  available  to  finance  the  exporta-  1 
tion  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  pursuant  to  this  title  and,  " 
(3)  «11  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds  expended  for  ocean 
freight  costs  authorized  under  title  II  hereof  for  purposes  of  section 
416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Any  funds  or  other 
assets  available  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  may  be  used 
in  advance  of  such  appropriation  or  payments,  for  carrying  out  the 
purposes  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Agreements  shall  not  be  entered  into  under  this  title  in  [any 
calendar  year  during  the  period  beginning  January  1,  1960,  and  ending 
December  31,  1961,]  the  calendar  year  1960  which  will  call  for  appro¬ 
priations  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in  amounts  in  excess  of  $1,500,000,000, 
plus  any  amount  by  which  agreements  entered  into  in  the  preceding 
calendar  year  have  called  or  will  call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts  less  than  authorized 
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for  such  preceding  year  by  this  Act  as  in  effect  during  such  preceding 
year.  Agreements  shall  not  be  entered  into  under  this  title  in  the  calendar 
year  1961  which  will  call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in  amounts 
in  excess  of  $8,500,000,000,  plus  any  amount  by  which  agreements 
entered  into  in  the  preceding  calendar  year  have  called  or  will  call  for 
appropriations  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in 
amounts  less  than  authorized  for  such  preceding  year  by  this  Act  as  in 
effect  during  such  preceding  year. 


MINORITY  REPORT 


We  would  like  to  make  it  perfectly  clear  at  the  outset  of  this  report 
that  we  favor  and  support  Public  Law  480.  Since  its  development 
and  enactment  in  1954  bv  the  83d  Congress,  this  vital  program  has 
become  invaluable  in  implementing  both  our  agricultural  and  foreign 
policies,  as  well  as  being  the  cornerstone  of  President  Eisenhower’s 
food-for-peace  program.  The  benefits  of  Public  Law  480  have  been 
recognized  by  farmers,  taxpayers,  and  the  general  public  during  the 
past  7  years.  In  order  to  maintain  this  support,  Congress  must  insist 
that  the  program  be  soundly  administered. 

We  feel  that  an  increased  authorization  of  $1.1  billion  for  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  1961  for  financing  foreign  currency  sales  under  title  I  of  the 
act  has  been  justified.  We  feel,  however,  that  the  Department  ofi 
Agriculture  has  not  justified  its  request  for  the  full  $2  billion  contained" 
in  H.R.  4728. 

It  is  our  conviction  that  operations  under  Public  Law  480  must 
be  kept  on  a  sound  and  sensible  basis.  The  original  and  basic  purpose 
of  the  act  is  to  dispose  of  our  farm  surpluses  in  an  orderly  and  con¬ 
structive  manner.  The  current  emphasis  to  use  these  surpluses  in 
the  furtherance  of  assistance  to  underdeveloped  friendly  nations 
calling  for  increased  authorizations  must  be  carefully  accounted  for 
so  that  the  American  public  will  understand  the  amounts  used  pri¬ 
marily  for  this  purpose.  Administration  of  Public  Law  480  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  appear  that  these  growing  costs  are  for  the  benefit  of 
agriculture  can  only  bring  criticism  of  the  program,  and  what  is  even 
more  tragic,  it  can  bring  more  undue  criticism  on  the  American 
farmer  who  is  already  being  unjustly  charged  with  costs  involved  in 
the  foreign  policy,  defense,  and  assistance  aspects  of  the  program. 

PROGRAM  RESULTS 

Over  11.4  billion  dollars’  worth  of  our  farm  surpluses  have  been 
programed  for  foreign  outlets  under  the  act  since  1954.  Sales  for| 
foreign  currencies  under  title  I  have  accounted  for  the  greatest  portion* 
of  this  amount.  From  fiscal  1955  through  December  31,  1960,  agree¬ 
ments  involving  some  7.4  billion  dollars’  worth  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  have  been  made  under  title  I.  Title  I  programs  now 
involve  a  total  of  218  separate  agreements  with  38  foreign  nations. 

BACKGROUND  OF  BILL 

This  bill  provides  an  additional  authorization  of  $2  billion  for  the 
calendar  year  1961  for  funding  sales  for  foreign  currencies  under  title  I 
of  the  act.  This  additional  authorization  is  over  and  above  the 
original  $1.5  billion  already  provided  for  the  program  for  the  calendar 
year  1961.  On  January  9,  1961,  the  Eisenhower  administration 
requested  Congress  to  provide  an  additional  $1.1  billion  for  this 
12 
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calendar  year.  The  Department  of  Agriculture’s  justification  of  its 
request  was  as  follows : 

The  request  for  additional  funds  for  title  I  is  presented  at 
this  time  to  permit  orderly  programing  and  shipment  of 
agricultural  commodities  without  interruption  to  those  areas 
of  the  world  which  are  urgently  in  need  of  these  commodities. 
Consistent  with  the  objectives  of  the  food-for-peace  program, 
every  effort  is  being  made  to  maximize  the  utilization  of  our 
surpluses.  We  have  emphasized  programing  on  a  longer 
term  basis  with  countries  where  consumption  needs  are  large 
and  where  the  commodities  programed  are  expected  to  be  in 
surplus  supply. 

Although  the  current  authorization  does  not  expire  until 
December  31,  1961,  we  estimate  that  available  funds  will  be 
exhausted  very  early  in  calendar  year  1961.  The  need  for 
the  additional  authorization  is  urgent.  Unless  the  authori¬ 
zation  is  granted  promptly,  it  may  be  necessary  to  discon¬ 
tinue  programing  during  a  part  of  calendar  year  1961. 

SUGGESTED  AMENDMENT 

In  the  brief  hearings  held  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  only 
four  Department  of  Agriculture  witnesses  appeared  briefly  and  asked 
for  the  $900  million  over  and  above  the  amount  previously  requested 
in  January.  The  record  clearly  indicates  that  they  did  not  make  a 
good  case. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Department  witnesses  admitted  that 
they  did  not  have  program  commitments  for  the  additional  $900 
million  and  that  they  were  merely  speculating,  we  therefore  recom¬ 
mend  that  H.R.  4728  be  amended  to  provide  an  additional  $1.1 
billion  for  title  I  sales  during  the  current  year.  We  feel  that  this  is 
the  proper  course  because — 

(1)  The  request  for  amounts  in  excess  of  $1.1  billion  was  based 
on  departmental  speculation  over  possible  agreements  and  not 
on  actual  agreements  or  even  on  potential  agreements  reduced  to 
negotiations. 

(2)  The  entire  act  expires  on  December  31,  1961.  This  means 
the  Congress  must  extend  the  law  prior  to  adjournment  this 
session.  With  long-range  extension  hearings  coming  up  before 
the  committee  by  June,  the  Department  will  have  ample  oppor 
tunity  at  that  time  to  further  justify  its  request  for  an  additional 
$900  'million.  In  the  meantime  $1.1  billion  should  be  more  than 
adequate  to  meet  present  needs. 

(3)  Certainly  the  American  taxpayer  has  the  right  to  expect 
that  the  expenditure  of  the  sum  of  $900  million  will  not  be 
authorized  by  the  Congress  without  being  programed.  Certainly 
the  Congress  owes  a  responsibility  to  the  taxpayers  not  to  grant 
such  blank  check  authorizations.  It  was  incumbent  upon  the 
agency  charged  with  the  administration  of  this  program  to  present 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  a  program  for  this  additional 
$900  million.  This  it  did  not  do.  Until  this  is  done,  the  Con¬ 
gress  should  not  be  asked  to  vote  this  additional  authorization. 
The  expenditures  of  these  huge  sums  of  money  should  be  fully 
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supported  and  justified  by  the  record  of  open  and  public  hearings 
at  which  all  segments  of  agriculture  and  the  Nation  have  the 
opportunity  to  express  their  views. 

Charles  B.  Hoeven. 
Paul  B.  Dague. 

Page  Belcher. 

Clifford  G.  McIntire. 
Charles  M.  Teague. 
Albert  H.  Quie. 

Don  L.  Short. 

Catherine  May. 

Delbert  Latta. 

Ralph  Harvey. 

Robert  Dole. 

Ralph  F.  Beermann. 

Ben  S.  Reifel. 


MINORITY  VIEWS  OF  HON.  PAUL]FINDLEY 

I  believe  public  hearings  should  be  held  before  further  authoriza¬ 
tions  are  made  under  Public  Law  480. 

There  are  strong  indications  the  original  goal  of  the  program — - 
surplus  disposal — has  been  scrapped  in  favor  of  a  gigantic  worldwide 
welfare  program.  Public  hearings  would  make  clear  the  new  nature 
and  new  goals  of  the  program  and  would  enable  the  Congress  to 
measure  its  full  implications  and  determine  the  effect  on  foreign  and 
domestic  agricultural  markets. 

If  Public  Law  480  is  to  be  primarily  a  welfare  program,  bookkeeping 
should  be  changed  so  that  the  cost  is  charged  to  welfare,  not  to  the 
farmer,  and  procedures  should  be  changed  to  prevent  opening  the  flood¬ 
gates  for  “back  door”  spending. 

Our  Nation  faces  a  serious  balance-of-payments  problem.  Before 
any  further  agreements  are  consummated,  consideration  should  be 
given  to  added  spending  by  U.S.  tourists  to  the  list  of  approved  uses 
for  foreign  currencies  acquired  under  this  program.  Tourists  could 
exchange  dollars  for  local  currencies  at  the  Embassy  upon  entering  the 
country.  This  would  help  to  reduce  the  outflow  of  dollars. 

Paul  Findley. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  57 

H.  R.  4728 

[Report  No.  196] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  22, 1961 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

March  23, 1961 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 

A  BILL 

To  amend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 

Assistance  Act  of  1954. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  103  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop- 

4  ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  amended 

5  by  deleting  “any  calendar  year  during  the  period  begin- 

6  ning  January  1,  1960,  and  ending  December  31,  1961,” 

7  and  substituting  “the  calendar  year  1960”,  and  by  adding 

8  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Agreements  shall  not 

9  be  entered  into  under  this  title  in  the  calendar  year  1961 
10  which  will  call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the  Com¬ 
il  modity  Credit  Corporation,  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of 

I 


2 


1  this  section,  in  amounts  in  excess  of  $3,500,000,000,  plus 

2  any  amount  by  which  agreements  entered  into  in  the  pre- 

3  ceding  calendar  year  have  called  or  will  call  for  appro- 

4  priations  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

5  in  amounts  less  than  authorized  for  such  preceding  year  by 

6  this  Act  as  in  effect  during  such  preceding  year.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  voted/to  reportVbill  to  provide  additional  authoriza¬ 

tions  for  Public  Law  480.  Rep.  Colley  urged  enactment  of  Administration  farm  bill. 
Senate  committee  reported  nomination  of  Bertsch \o  be  Farmers  Home  Administrator. 
Senate  debated  minimum  wage  bi^I.  Senate  committee  reported  bill  to  authorize 
temporary  reapportionment  of^ooled  acreage  allotments. 


SENATE 

MINIMUM  WAGEt  Continued  debate  on  H,  R.  3935,  to  amend  the  Fai^Labor  Standards 
Act  and  increase  the  minimum  wage  gradually  to  $1.25  an  hour.  ppV  5849-87 
Agreed  bo  the  following  amendments: 

By  3en.  Hill  to  exempt  from  the  Act  workers  who  may  occasionally  \ngage  in 
livestock  auction  operations  as  an  adjunct  to  his  regular  work  of  raising  live- 
sto*dc.  pp.  5878-9 

By  Sen.  Young,  N.  Dak.,  to  exempt  from  the  Act  workers  employed  at  coi^itry 
(levators  that  market  farm  products  for  farmers,  p.  5883 

By  Sen.  Russell  to  exempt  from  the  Act  workers  engaged  in  ginning  cotton\tor 
market  at  any  location  in  a  county  where  cotton  is  grown  in  commercial  quanti 
ties.  p.  5887 


Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  Goldwater,  39  to  55,  to  require  the  imposition  of  quotas,  tarifi 
\etc.,  when  the  Secretary  of  Labor  investigates  and  reports  to  the  Presidej 
' hat  foreign  competition  has  resulted  or  may  result  in  unemployment  in 
U.\S.  pp.  5849-57  . 

Sen.  Monroney,  39  to  56,  to  reduce  the  number  of  additional  employees  to 
be  cohered  under  the  Act.  pp,  5857-71 

By  S^n.  Morse  to  exempt  from  the  Act  workers  engaged  in  lumbering  or  fores¬ 
try  operations  of  a  business  controlled  by  an  enterprise  engaged/in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of\pulp,  paper,  or  other  wood  products  or  is  owned  by  one  U.  S.,  State, 
or  local  government,  pp.  5879-82  / 

By  Sen.  Holland  to  provide  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  have  no  power, 
except  as  expressly  provided  by  law,  to  regulate  the  wagey4nd  hours  of  employ¬ 
ment  of  workers  employed  in  agriculture,  pp.  5883-7 

2.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  without  amendment  S.  1027,  to 
amend  Public  Law  480  so  as  to  provide  an  additional  authorization  of  $2  billion 
during  1961  under  title  I  for  sales  of  surplus  commodities  for  foreign  cur-  f 
rencies.  {CH2259' 


3.  NOMINATIONS.  The  Agriculture \nd  Forestry  Comfnittee  reported  the  nomination  of 

Howard  Bertsch  to  be  Administrator  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  and  the 
nominations  of  Julian  B.  Thayer  end  Joe  By^eug  to  be  members  of  the  Federal 
Farm  Credit  Board,  Farm  Credit  Administration,  p.  5833 

4.  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  The  Agriculture  ^d  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 

ment  S.  1372,  to  authorize  the  temppraisy  release  and  re apportionment  of  pooled 
acreage  allotments  (S.  Rept.  172)  Yp.  5^6).  The  committee  voted  to  report 
the  bill  earlier  in  the  day  (p.  D259) . 


5.  TEXTILES.  Received  from  the  Cofnmerce  Committi 
Domestic  Textile  Industry"  (jf.  Rept.  173).  p. 


a  report,  "Problems  of  the 
>836 


6.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Williams^  N.  J. ,  discussed  the  current  hearings  on  problems  /•* 
of  migratory  labor  and  inserted  several  items  on  the  matter,  pp.  5901-3  V. 


HOUSE 

7.  FARM  BILL.  Rep.  Cooley  announced  that  the  Agriculture  ConWttee  will  open 

hearings  on  Monday,  April  24,  on  the  administration's  farmNsill,  H.  R.  6400, 
with  Secretarv/Freeman  the  first  witness.  He  stated  that  the.  first  phase  of 
the  hearings/will  be  limited  to  title  I  of  the  bill,  and  late\hearings  will 
deal  with  Law  480 *  agricultural  credit,  and  the  special  Mlk  program. 

He  urged  ^fiactment  of  this  bill  at  the  earliest  possible  date.  p^.  5939-40 

8.  LANDS.  /The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (Ijbt  did  not 

actually  report)  H.  R.  5416,  to  include  within  the  boundaries  of  Joshua  Tree 
National  Monument,  in  the  State  of  California,  certain  Federally  owned  Vnds 
used  in  connection  with  the  monument,  p.  D261 

9.  /EHICLES.  The  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  rep\t) 
H.  R.  2883,  to  provide  for  the  defense  of  suits  against  Federal  employees  arii 
ing  ^  °f  thGir  operation  of  motor  vehicles  in  the  scope  of  their  employment. 

p«  UY oA 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  Rules  Commityfee  cleared  bill  to\provide  additional  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  Public  Law  480,  Sena^  committee  reported  \iil  to  provide  additional  au¬ 
thorization  for  Public  Law  4Q^J.  Both  Houses  received Nand  Senate  agreed  to  con¬ 
ference  report  on  depresseyareas  bill.  Senate  passed  ndnimum  wage  bill.  Senate 
confirmed  Bertsch  nomination.  Both  Houses  received  President's  message  on  Federal 
taxation.  Senate  passeXbill  to  authorize  temporary  re  apportionment  of  pooled 
acreage  allotments.  R^p.  Schwengel  criticized  farm  bill. 


SENATE 


SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  re¬ 
ported  without  amendment  S.  1027,  to  amend  Public  Law  480  so  as  to  provide  an 
additional  authorization  of  $2  billion  during  i.96i  under  title  I  for  sales  of 
surplus  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  (C.  Rapt.  175).  p.  5960 
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"DESIGNATION  OF  RURAL  AREAS 


"The  conference  substitute  contains  the  following  provisions,  which  wfere 
in  the  Senate  bill  but  not  in  the  House  amendment,  concerning  designat/on  of 
sural  areas  as  redevelopment  areas  under  the  bill: 

'*1.  A  requirement  that  detailed  standards  for  designation  of  stich  areas 
must-  be  prescribed  before  any  financial  assistance  is  extended  a/  a  result 
of  6ilch  designations. 

M2.\  A  provision  that  in  making  such  designations  consideration  shall  be 
tO\  the  extent  to  which  rural  development  projects  hays;  previously 
been  located  in  such  areas  under  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

"3.  A  provision  that  in  making  such  designation  the  Secretary  shall  en¬ 
deavor  to  distribute  projects  widely  among  the  several  /States,  so  far  is 
feasible  and  proper,  in  order  that  actual  experience  tnth  the  program  may 
be  had  in  as  many  States  and  areas  and  under  as  man y different  circumstances 
as  possible." 


FINANCING  OF  LOAN  PROGRAMS/ 


"The  House  amendmentNauthorized  appropriations  to  provide  funds  for  loans 
under  sections  6  and  7  of\the  bill.  The  Senate  bill  authorized  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  to  obtain  such  funds/through  public  debt  transactions 
under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act.  The/conference  substitute  follows  the 
provisions  of  the  Senate  billVn  this/fespect  but  adopts  the  House  provi¬ 
sions  with  respect  to  (1)  the  establishment  of  one  area  redevelopment  fund 
(rather  than  three  revolving  funde/hs  in  the  Senate  bill) ,  and  (2)  the  re- 
quirement  that  the  fund  contributAfo  the  civil  service  retirement  and  dis- 

a  ility  fund  with  respect  to  emofloydds  performing  activities  under  sections 
o  and  7."  ***  *  v 


"USE  OF  OTHER  AGHlNCIES  BY  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 


The  conference  substitute  follows  the  language  of  the  House  bill  with 
respect  to  delegation  /f  authority  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  other 
Federal  agencies.  Th4  Secretary  of  Commerce  hAe  testified  before  the  com-  C 
mittees  of  both  the/House  and  the  Senate  that  heNwill  delegate  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  major  responsibility  for  Assistance  to  be  rendered 
n  rural  redevelopment  areas,  as  designated  under  section  5(b)  of  the  act, 
and  the  Secretly  of  Agriculture  has  testified  to  hiXwillingness  to  accept 
such  responsibility.  It  is  the  understanding  of  the  conferees  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of/Agriculture  has  services  and  facilities  avaSable  of  requisite 
competence/and  experience  for  effectively  carrying  out  suAh  delegation. 

H  therefore,  the  expectation  of  the  conferees  that  thisSdelegation  to 
bUl!’/  «rnt  AsriCUlture  wiU  be  raade  promptly  upon  ena\ment  of  the 

"TERMINATION  OF  PROGRAM 


' , T^S. conf eyence  substitute  contains  a  provision  that  was  in  the  \enate 
in  the  Hooso  amendment,  terminating  the  program  on  June\o, 

,h!  “ ,alSO  Pro^ldes  for  liquidation  of  the  program  after  that  dat2\by 

and  other  obH  t  T^aSUry;  The  “rrying  out  of  contracts,  commitments, 
e  obligations  theretofore  entered  into  under  the  program  would  no) 
be  affected  by  its  termination." 


MINIMUM  WAGE.  By  a  vote  of  65  to  28,  passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  3935,  to 
amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  to  provide  for  the  coverage  of  addition 
^workers  and  to  increase  the  minimum  wage  gradually  to  $1.25  an  hour.  pp./5971, 
[75-81,  5983-92,  6059-60 

TAXATION;  COOPERATIVES.  Both  Houses  received  the  President's  message y5n  Federal 
taxation  (H.  Doc.  140)  (pp.  5992-98,  6078-83).  Regarding  the  taxa^ton  of  co¬ 
operatives  the  President  recommended  "that  the  law  be  clarified  so' that  all 
earning s\are  taxable  to  either  the  cooperatives  or  to  their  patrons,  assessing 
the  patrortym  the  earnings  that  are  allocated  to  him  as  patronage  dividends  or 
refunds  in  Scrip  or  cash.  The  withholding  principles  recommended  above  should 
also  be  applied  to  patronage  dividends  or  refunds  so  that  the  average  patron 
receiving  scrijkwill,  in  effect,  be  given  the  cash  to  pay  lx  is  tax  on  his 
patronage  dividend  or  refund  ....  The  exemption  for  rural  electric  coopera¬ 
tives  and  credit  unions  should  be  continued. !‘ 

Several  Senator  ^commended  the  message,  pp.  5999 ,  /f>022-3.  6029,  6047-8 


ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS. 


ed  as  reported  S.  1372,  to/authorize  the  temporary  re¬ 


lease  and  re apportionment  of  pooled  acreage  allotments,  p 


6018 


6.  NOMINATIONS.  Confirmed  the  \iomi nation  of  Howard  Bertsch  to  be  Administrator  of 

Farmers  Home  Administration  And  the  nominations  of  Julian  B.  Thayer  and 
Joe  B.  Zeug  to  be  members  of  ci^e  Federal  F^xm  Credit  Board,  Farm  Credit  Admin¬ 
istration.  p.  5959 

7.  FARM  HOUSING.  Sen.  Hartke  commended farm  housing  program,  stating  that 

there  is  an  extensive  and  continuin^need  for  this  type  or  credit  service  to 
farm  owners  and  that  almost  " 1 ,500 /Applications  were  received  during  February, 
and  this  number  was  45  percent  greater ^han  the  number  received  during  February 
last  year."  pp.  5972-3 


8.  PEACE  CORPS.  Sen.  Kerr  inserted  the  text  of 
answer  some  of  the  basic  questions  about  the 


factbook  which  attempts  to 
?eace  Corps  program,  pp.  6019-21 


)9.  PATENTS.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  article,"  Federal  Contract  Patent  Policy  anc 
the  Public  Interest, "ye^hich  deals  with  the  arguments  for  relinquishing  title 
to  patents,  the  real/costs  of  relinquishing  title,  Reasons  why  Government 
should  take  title, /4nd  the  goals  of  our  society  as  contrasted  with  the 
U.  S.  S.  R.  pp.  ^043-54 

10.  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  two  articles  discussing  industrial 
development  of  rural  areas,  "Rural  Industry  Agency  is  Freeing  Objective"  and 
"Rural  Industry."  pp.  6053-59 

LI.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  a  memorial  from  the  Oregon  legislature 
endorsing  the  establishment  of  .a  Pollution  Control  Laboratory  in  c.he  Pacific 
Northwest,  p.  6066 

12.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Apr.  24.  p.  6069 


HOUSE 


13.'  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution 
for  consideration  of  H.  R.  4728,  to  amend  Public  Law  480  so  as  to  provide  an 
additional  authorization  of  $2  billion  during  1961  under  title  I  for  sales  of 
surplus  conmiodities  for  foreign  riurtncies,  p.  6084 


FARM  BILL.  Rep.  Schwengel  criticized  the  conservation  reserve  program  item  ii 
the  new  farm  bill,  saying  "The  very  absence  of  constructive  reference  to  th/s 
important  subject  might  lead  one  to  believe  that  conservation  practices  by  the 
resent  administration  have  diminished  in  importance."  p.  6134 


COMMITTEE  APPOINTMENTS.  Reps.  Colmer  and  Westland  were  appointed  to  t/e  Nations 
al  Forest  Reservation  Commission. 

Pfost,  Rivers  (Alaska)  ,  Saylor,  and  Kyi  were  appointed  t< 
ecreation  Resources  Review  Commission,  p.  6078 


Re  pi 
Outdoor 


'the  National 


16.  LEGISLATIVE  IjROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  announced  that  the  conference  report  on 
S.  1,  the  depressed  areas  bill,  will  be  considered  on  Wed. ,/o  be  followed  by 
consideration  >*f  H.  R.  4728,  to  amend  Public  Law  480.  pp./6117-8 


17.  ADJOURNED  until  MoK» ,  Apr,  24.  p.  6144 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


18.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Sen.  H^tke  inserted  a  speech  by/Sen.  Kerr  at  the  annual  mee^~ 
ing  of  the  Wabash  Valley  ^Association,  Inc.,  on  water  conservation  and  resource 
development,  pp.  A2660-2 


19,  ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY.  Extensioi/of  remarks  a£  Sen.  Wiley  expressing  his  opinion 
that  expansion  of  traffic  through  the  seaj/ay  offers  great  opportunity  for 
economic  growth  and  progress,  and\inser/on  of  excerpts  of  his  radio  address 
on  this  subject,  pp.  A2663-5 


20.  TEXTILES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  s^v^ral  Representatives  expressing  a  need 

for  restrictions  on  textile  import®,  and  insertion  of  articles  and  statistical 
data  to  support  their  opinions,  /pp.  A266^,  A2703,  A2706-7,  A2714 


21.  WILDLIFE.  Extension  of  remar/'  of  Sen.  Bartlett  and  insertion  of  an  Alaska 

newspaper  editorial  commend/g  the  appointmen\of  C.  F.  Pautzke  as  Commissioner 
or  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  pp.  A20J7-8 


22. 


PEACE  CORPS.  Sen.  Williams  extended  his  remarks  and.  inserted  a  newspaper  arti¬ 
cle  South  Orange  Eighth  Graders  Form  a  Junior  Peatfe  Corps"  and  portions  of  a 
television  transcript  of  comments  of  the  Director  of  fcbe  Peace  Corps  concerning 
a  peace  corps  on  /he  homefront."  pp.  A2681-2  X 


23.  NATURAL  RESOURCE/.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  an  article  "Tl\ National  Conference 
on  atate  Park/  Its  History  and  Its  Future,"  which  he  described  as  an  excel- 

tke  Work  of  this  grouP  and  its  interest  and  wXjc  in  coordination 
with  the  national  conservation  efforts,  pp.  A2682-3 


editor/and  n  u°n,°f  remarks  of  Rep*  Curtis>  Mo. ,  and  insertionVof  a  Honoluli 
.  V  ,  Pub/sher  s  address  The  Economic  Outlook  On  The  New  Frontier"  which 

Critical  of  Government  spending  to  get  money  in  circulation  and 
states  that  we  are  m  urgent  need  of  tax  reform,  pp.  A2683-6 


25. 


FfnLGPtINS‘  Extenfion  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Smith,  Iowa,  and  insertion  of  a\ 

a  lot  orsuDnorrf1  %WhiCh  ****  that  ^  feed  grains  Pr°gram  is  gettii 
a  lot  or  support  from  farmers,  pp.  A2708-10 


26.  FAKM  LABOR  Extension  o£  remarks  of  Rep.  Coed  calling  for  support  of  his  bill, 
H.  R.  6032,  which  would  amend  the  program  under  which  Mexican  braceros  are 
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INCREASE  IN  1961  TITLE  I,  PUBLIC  LAW  480 
AUTHORIZATION 


April  20,  1961. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Ellender,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  1027] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  re¬ 
ferred  the  bill  (S.  1027),  to  amend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  having  considered  the  same, 
report  thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  without  amend¬ 
ment. 

PURPOSE 

This  bill  would  increase  the  authorization  of  title  I  of  Public  Law 
480,  83d  Congress,  for  the  calendar  year  1961  by  $2  billion  to  a  total 
of  $3.5  billion,  plus  any  unused  authority  carried  over  from  1960. 
Title  I  of  Public  Law  480  authorizes  the  President  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  friendly  nations  or  organizations  of  friendly  nations  to 
provide  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign 
currencies,  which  are  then  used  for  a  number  of  purposes  enumerated 
in  title  I  for  the  benefit  of  the  United  States  and  the  purchasing 
country. 

NEED  FOR  ADDITIONAL  FUNDS 

The  total  authorization  available  for  calendar  year  1961  was 
$1.5  billion,  plus  $335  million  carried  over  from  calendar  year  1960. 
This  has  all  been  committed  in  signed  agreements  or  in  agreements 
expected  to  be  signed.  The  major  part  was  committed  against  the 
last  3  years  of  the  India  agreement  ($1,589  billion)  which  could  not 
be  covered  by  the  calendar  year  1960  authorization.  This  left  $246 
million  available  for  other  programs. 

Future  programing  plans  of  the  Department  involve  three  categories 
of  development  at  the  present  time,  as  follows: 

1 .  Country  programs  approved  for  negotiation  when  funds  be¬ 
come  available,  $ 50  million. — This  category  includes  a  few  coun- 
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tries  for  which  programs  have  been  approved  by  the  Department 
and  need  only  the  availability  of  funds  to  be  placed  into  nego¬ 
tiation. 

2.  Programs  under  development  resulting  from  country  requests, 
$1,250  million.- — This  group  involves  countries  who  have  made 
requests  for  programs  and  whose  requests  are  now  being  reviewed 
and  analyzed  by  the  Department.  This  category  includes  a 
request  from  the  Government  of  Pakistan  for  a  4-vear  agreement. 
At  the  present  time  the  Department  is  thinking  in  terms  of  a 
4-year  program  for  Pakistan  of  nearly  $1  billion  and  programs 
for  additional  countries  such  as  China  (Taiwan)  and  Indonesia. 

3.  Additional  programs  expected,  $600  million. — Although  no 
formal  country  requests  have  been  received  in  this  category, 
several  programs  are  now  in  preliminary  stages  of  discussion. 
The  principal  program  in  this  category  is  the  possible  negotiation 
of  a  multiyear  agreement  with  the  Government  of  Brazil  as  a 
result  of  the  special  food-for-peace  mission  to  Latin  Am  erica,  /fl 
Other  programs  in  this  group  include  such  countries  as  Chile, ^1 
Israel,  Paraguay,  the  United  Arab  Republic,  and  Poland. 

Commodities  expected  to  be  programed  f  rom  $2,000,000,000  authorization 


Quantity  in 

Commodity:  millions 

Wheat  and  wheat  flour _ bushels..  425 

Feed  grains _ _ do _  45 

Rice  (milled) _ hundredweight..  10.  5 

Cotton: 

Upland _ bales  __  1.  1 

Extra-long  staple _ do _  .  05 

Tobacco _ pounds..  30 

Nonfat  dry  milk _ „ _ do _  80 

Vegetable  oils _ do _  950 

Nonprice  support  (tallow,  lard,  meat  and  poultry  products,  fruit) 

dollars..  25-50 

Ocean  transportation _ do _  180 


These  planned  programs  will  use  the  great  bulk  of  the  $2  billion 
authorization  provided  by  the  bill.  Later  in  this  session  of  Congress 
recommendations  will  be  considered  for  the  continuation  of  the 
program  beyond  the  present  expiration  date  of  December  31,  1961^ 
Poor  crop  conditions  abroad  have  resulted  in  increased  need  oil^ 
commodities  under  title  I  in  many  countries.  In  addition  there  is 
increasing  interest  in  longer  term  commodity  agreements  by  under¬ 
developed  countries  having  large  food  deficits. 

Multiyear  title  I  agreements  such  as  the  4-vear  agreement  con¬ 
cluded  with  the  Government  of  India  last  year  assure  the  availa¬ 
bility  of  adequate  supplies  for  such  food-deficit  countries. 

It  lets  them  plan  commodity  procurement  and  shipment  over 
longer  periods  and  conduct  such  operations  more  effectively;  it 
permits  maximum  use  of  facilities  to  receive,  store,  and  distribute 
commodities;  it  allows  coordination  of  import  programs  with  local 
production;  and  it  supports  long-range  plans  for  total  economic 
development. 


USE  OF  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES 


The  committee  is  concerned  with  unbusinesslike  practices  and  pro¬ 
cedures  which  are  being  followed  in  the  operation  of  the  Public  Law 
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480  program  and  particularly  in  tlie  acquisition  and  use  of  foreign 
currencies  generated  by  title  I  of  such  program. 

Pending  further  study  of  the  program  incident  to  consideration  of 
the  renewal  of  the  Public  Law  480  program,  it  is  strongly  recom¬ 
mended  that  all  steps  possible  be  taken  to  correct  these  practices 
which  result  in  the  loss  of  vast  amounts  of  money  by  the  United  States. 
These  practices  include: 

1.  Unrealistic  exchange  rates  negotiated  with  'participating  countries. — 
In  numerous  instances,  the  exchange  rate  agreed  upon  between  the 
United  States  and  the  foreign  country  in  connection  with  the  sale  of 
agricultural  commodities  was  substantially  less  than  the  free  market 
rate  of  the  local  currencies  or  the  rate  used  by  the  Treasury  when 
selling  these  currencies  to  other  Government  agencies.  This  means 
that  the  dollar  equivalent  of  the  foreign  currencies  collected  has  been 
considerably  less  than  would  have  been  the  case  if  the  exchange  rate 
negotiated  in  the  sales  agreement  had  more  nearly  conformed  to  the 
free  market  rate  of  exchange.  In  fact,  such  losses  are  in  excess  of 
$1  billion. 

2.  Failure  to  report  losses  resulting  jrom  unrealistic  exchange  rates. — 
The  committee  feels  there  is  a  need  for  more  forthright  reporting  of 
what  Public  Law  480  sales  actually  generate  in  foreign  currencies,  and 
in  the  event  the  exchange  rate  at  which  any  commodity  is  supplied, 
or  the  sale  or  exportation  thereof  financed  under  title  I,  is  less  favor¬ 
able  than  the  rate  at  which  tiie  United  States  is  able  to  acquire  cur¬ 
rencies  of  the  particular  foreign  country  on  the  date  of  the  dollar  dis¬ 
bursement  by  CCC  relating  to  the  transaction,  then  a  detailed  report 
of  the  circumstances,  and  j  ustificatiou  therefor,  should  be  made  in  the 
next  semiannual  report  to  the  Congress. 

3.  Substantial  amounts  of  currency  are  lying  idle. — Large  amounts  of 
foreign  currencies  received  by  the  United  States  from  Public  Law  480 
sales  are  placed  in  special  accounts  in  foreign  depositories  where  they 
become  a  part  of  that  country’s  economy.  In  view  of  this,  some  coun¬ 
tries,  while  signing  loan  agreements  for  this  money,  do  not  borrow  it 
from  the  United  States,  and  the  United  States  receives  no  interest  on 
it  while  it  depreciates  to  the  extent  that  the  country’s  currency  may 
depreciate  in  relation  to  the  dollar.  Thus,  in  effect,  the  country  may 
have  the  use  of  the  money  during  this  period  without  interest  to  the 
United  States  for  purposes  which  may  not  be  prescribed  in  the  act  or 
concurred  in  by  the  United  States.  Reportedly,  as  of  September  30, 
1960,  the  United  States  had  received  the  equivalent  of  $4,013  billion, 
while  disbursements  totaled  only  $1,715  billion,  leaving  $2.3  billion 
in  Treasury  accounts  which  had  not  been  used  as  of  that  date.  Most 
of  this  is  lying  in  the  banks  of  foreign  countries  without  bearing  interest 
and  depreciates  to  the  extent  that  the  country’s  currency  may  depre¬ 
ciate  in  relation  to  the  dollar. 

4.  Division  of  currencies  is  tug-of-war. — In  developing  title  I  sales 
agreements,  an  interdepartmental  committee,  consisting  of  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  various  Government  agencies  having  an  interest  in  the 
use  of  sales  proceeds,  determines  the  division  of  currencies  to  be  ne¬ 
gotiated  with  foreign  governments.  This  involves  a  tug-of-war  with 
the  Department  of  State  trying  to  obtain  the  largest  possible  amount 
for  use  by  the  country  in  the  form  of  loans  and  grants,  while  other 
U.S.  agencies  try  to  obtain  as  much  as  they  can  for  their  own  pro¬ 
grams  abroad. 
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The  committee  feels  that  the  interdepartmental  committee  should 
exercise  greater  prudence  in  setting  aside  the  portions  of  sales  pro¬ 
ceeds  to  be  used  for  various  purposes  specified  in  the  act.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  well  aware,  of  course,  that  the  amount  of  currencies  made 
available  to  the  foreign  country  is  an  important  consideration  in  the 
title  I  agreement.  On  the  other  hand,  the  committee  believes  that 
the  United  States  should  make  maximum  use  of  these  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  where  they  can  be  used  for  appropriate  U.S.  agency  programs. 

BARTER 

The  committee  feels  that  whenever  the  opportunity  presents  itself 
to  dispose  of  additional  surplus  agricultural  commodities  in  exchange 
for  materials  of  which  the  United  States  does  not  domestically  pro¬ 
duce  its  requirements,  such  as  wheat  for  sugar  from  India,  such  oppor¬ 
tunity  should  be  fully  explored  and  such  exchange  should  be  made  if 
it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States  and  meets  the  other 
requirements  of  section  303  of  Public  Law  4S0. 

Departmental  Views 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  T).C\,  February  16,  1961. 

President  of  the  Senate, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Enclosed  is  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to 
provide  an  increase  of  $2  billion  in  the  authority  of  title  I  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (Public  Law  4S0,  83d  Cong.),  for  calendar  year  1961. 

Title  I  of  Public  Law  480  authorizes  the  President  to  enter  into 
agreements  with  friendly  nations  or  organizations  of  friendly  nations 
to  provide  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign 
currencies.  The  title  I  authorization  currently  provides  for  sales  of 
$1.5  billion  at  cost  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  each  of 
calendar  years  1960  and  1961  plus  any  unused  amounts  from  previous 
authorizations. 

The  past  administration  in  a  letter  dated  January  9,  1961,  addressed 
to  you  from  Clarence  L.  Miller,  then  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
submitted  a  request  for  an  increase  of  $1.1  billion  to  the  current  title  I 
authority  for  calendar  year  1961. 

As  you  know,  President  Kennedy  appointed  a  Food  for  Peace 
Committee  to  make  an  analysis  of  current  legislative  programs  and 
report  its  findings  and  recommendations  on  how  to  shift  from  the 
concept  of  surplus  disposal  to  utilization  of  our  abundant  food  supply 
to  help  raise  the  living  and  nutritional  standards  of  peoples  here  at 
home  and  abroad. 

The  committee  has  submitted  the  recommendations  and  they  are 
now  under  study.  One  of  the  recommendations  provides  for  an 
immediate  authorization  of  at  least  $2  billion  for  the  balance  of 
calendar  year  1961  under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480. 

Additional  new  requests  have  been  received  and  new  information 
has  developed  indicating  that  a  $2  billion  authorization  would  more 
effectively  meet  title  I  programing  requirements  during  calendar  year 
1961  than  would  the  $1.1  billion  request  submitted  earlier.  Thus,  the 
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Administration  accepts  this  recommendation  and  reemphasizes  the 
urgent  need  for  immediate  action.  Only  a  small  amount  of  the 
current  funds  remain  uncommitted.  We  are  now  in  position  in  our 
programing  where  these  remaining  funds  are  becoming  so  limited 
that  it  may  be  necessary  to  inform  foreign  governments  that  their 
current  requests  may  have  to  be  deferred.  Therefore  it  is  imperative 
that  Congress  be  asked  to  take  prompt  action  to  consider  a  bill  for 
additional  funds. 

We  recommend  that  any  other  amendments  to  this  act  be  considered 
in  separate  legislation  at  a  later  date. 

Enactment  of  the  proposed  legislation  would  result  in  no  increase 
in  employment  or  administrative  costs  in  the  fiscal  year  1962.  The 
program  costs  of  $1.6  billion  estimated  for  the  fiscal  year  1962  takes 
into  account  the  proposed  additional  authorization. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  enactment  of  the  proposed 
legislation  would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

A  similar  letter  is  being  sent  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing  law 
in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 

******* 

Sec.  103.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  making  payment  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  to  the  extent  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  is  not  reimbursed  under  section  105  for  commodities  dis¬ 
posed  of  and  costs  incurred  under  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Act,  there 
are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  are  equal  to 
(1)  the  Corporation’s  investment  in  commodities  made  available  for 
export  under  this  title  and  title  II  of  this  Act,  including  processing, 
packaging,  transportation,  and  handling  costs,  (2)  all  costs  incurred 
by  the  Corporation  in  making  funds  available  to  finance  the  exporta¬ 
tion  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  pursuant  to  this  title  and, 
(3)  all  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds  expended  for  ocean 
freight  costs  authorized  under  title  II  hereof  for  purposes  of  section 
416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.7  Any  funds  or 
other  assets  available  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  may 
be  used  in  advance  of  such  appropriation  or  payments,  for  carrying 
out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Agreements  shall  not  be  entered  into  under  this  title  in  [any 
calendar  year  during  the  period  beginning  January  1,  1960,  and  ending 
December  31,  1961]  the  calendar  year  1960,  which  will  call  for  appro¬ 
priations  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in  amounts  in  excess  of  $1,500,000,000, 
plus  any  amount  by  which  agreements  entered  into  in  the  preceding 
calendar  year  have  called  or  will  call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse 
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the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts  less  than  authorized 
for  such  preceding  year  by  this  Act  as  in  effect  during  such  preceding 
year.  Agreements  shall  not  be  entered  into  under  this  title  in  the  calendar 
year  196 1  which  will  call  j or  appropriations  to  reimburse  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation ,  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in  amounts 
in  excess  of  $3,500,000,000,  plus  any  amount  by  which  agreements  entered 
into  in  the  preceding  calendar  year  haze  called  or  will  call  for  appropria¬ 
tions  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts  less 
than  authorized  for  such  preceding  year  by  this  Act  as  in  efect  during 
such  preceding  years. 
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Calendar  No.  148 

S.  1027 

[Report  No.  175] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  22, 1961 

Mr.  Ellendicr  (by  request)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

April  20, 1961 

Reported  by  Mr.  Ellender,  without  amendment 

A  BILL 

To  amend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 

Assistance  Act  of  1954. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  103  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 

4  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 

5  deleting  “any  calendar  year  during  the  period  beginning 

6  January  1,  1960,  and  ending  December  31,  1961,”  and  sub- 

7  stituting  “the  calendar  year  1960,”  and  by  adding  at  the 

8  end  thereof  the  following :  “Agreements  shall  not  be  entered 

9  into  under  this  title  in  the  calendar  year  1961  which  will  call 

10  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 

11  poration,  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in 

I 
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1  amounts  in  excess  of  $3,500,000,000,  plus  any  amount  by 

2  which  agreements  entered  into  in  the  preceding  calendar  year 

3  have  called  or  will  call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the 

4  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts  less  than  author- 

5  ized  for  such  preceding  year  by  this  Act  as  in  effect  during 

6  such  preceding  years.” 
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87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 

1st  Session  j  {  No.  255 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  4728 


April  20,  1961. — 'Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Madden,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  262] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  262,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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RES.  262 


[Report  No.  255] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  20, 1961 

Mr.  Madden,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution ; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved ,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

4  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  4728)  to  amend  title 

5  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 

6  of  1954,  and  all  points  of  order  against  said  bill  are  hereby 

7  waived.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to 

8  the  bill  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  he 

9  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking- 

10  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill 

11  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At 

12  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment, 
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1  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 

2  such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the  pre- 

3  vious  question  shall  he  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill 

4  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 

5  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  bill  to  provide  ^duic'-onal  authorization  ior  Pu  lie  Law 

400.  House  committee  reported  bill/to  extendEMexican  farm  labor  program.  Severa 
Representatives  debated  Administration  farm  program,  ^en.  Moss  and  Reps.  Io.ng, 
Utah,  and  Peterson  introduced,  s/d  Sen.  Moss  dismissed  bill  to  provide  for  emergen- 

cy  livestock  loans. 
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SENATE 


1.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1027,  to  amend 
Public  Law  480  so  as  to  provide  an  additional  authorization  of  $2  billion  during 
1961  under  title  I  for  sales  of  surplus  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  (pp. 
6170-4) .  The  report  of  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  includes  the 
following  statements  regarding  administration  of  this  program: 

"USE  OF  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES 

"The  committee  is  concerned  with  unbusinesslike  practices  and  procedures 
which  are  being  followed  in  the  operation  of  the  Public  Law  480  program  and 
particularly  in  the  acquisition  and  use  of  foreign  currencies  generated  by 

title  I  of  such  program.  . 

"Pending  further  study  of  the  program  incident  to  consideration  of  the 
renewal  of  the  Public  Law  480  program,  it  is  strongly  recommended  that  ail 
steps  possible  be  taken  to  correct  these  practices  which  result  in  the  xoss 
of  vast  amounts  of  mone^  by  the  United  States.  These  practices  include. 


"I*  Unrealistic  exchange  rates  negotiated  with  partici¬ 
pating  countries.  *** 

"2.  Failure  to  report  losses  resulting  from  unrealistic 
exchange  rates.  *** 

*'3.  Substantial  amounts  of  currency  are  lying  idle. 

H4.  Division  of  currencies  is  tug-of-war.  *** 


MThe  coxranittee  feels  that  the  interdepartmental  committee  should  exer¬ 
cise  greater  prudence  in  setting  aside  the  portions  of  sales  proceeds  to 
be  used  for  various  purposes  specified  in  the  act.  The  committee  is  well 
aware,  of  course,  that  the  amount  of  currencies  made  available  to  the  for 
eign  country  is  an  important  consideration  in  the  title  I  agreement.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  committee  believes  that  the  United  States  should  make 
maximum  use  of  these  foreign  currencies  where  they  can  be  used  for  appro¬ 
priate  U.  S.  agency  programs. 


■* 


"BARTER 

disnnc6  fefls  that  Denver  the  opportunity  presents  itself  to 

Surplus  agricultural  commodities  in  exchange  for 
aterials  of  which  the  United  States  does  not  domestically  produce  its  re- 

S“Ch  r  “hr  f0r  SUSar  £rom  India>  ««*  opportu”ty 
fully  explored  and  such  exchange  should  be  made  if  it  is  in  the  best  in- 

of'public  £  ZT  StaC6S  aDd  TCetS  U'e  requirement  s^f  s«ti™  303 


Both  Houses  received  fn&>  OCDM  the  semiannual  report  on  the 

s  rateglc  and  critical  materials  stockpiling  program,  pp.  6148,  6235 

3.  FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ORGANIZATION  Both  Houses  received  from  the  State  Denart- 

rh;  ziitlt  :L\rn/^ joint  providing  sr 

Nation." hrted  States  in  theFood  and  Agriculture  Organization  of  the  United*^ 
6236  ’  Foreign  Regions  and  H.  Forel^  Affairs  Committees,  pp.  6148 

4.  MILK  SANITATION  STANDARDS.  Sen.  Wiley  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  estab- 

inser“deaUWiscrmLe8^ati * 3 4 * 6°n  ^  the  interL‘*  shipment  of  ml  "and 

p.  6151  ‘  Jr  1  ®  resolution  favoring  enact^nt  of  such  legislation 

5‘  “ritlci™f^a;ny^if8l:0n  lnserted  a  scaCement  prepareXby  Sen.  Young.  0. 
criticizing  the  civil  defense  program,  pp.  6161-2  ^  B 

6.  FORESTRY.  Zen.  Anderson  inserted  and  commended  excerpts  from  a  mkeazine  „H.l 

arTaT/CJTZ’ll  °£  le8iSlaCi0n  t0  pr°Vide  £°r  the  preservation^*  wildernes 
7'  appointed  in  both  H°uses  °n  “■  r-  3935>  ^ 

*•  'tgzrJr? 2  N 

of  the  pro^s^d  bU?  *  8^ ,  :r?hy la®lala“on.  a 

cribing  the  proposal 'in  detail.  eppfr6202-5  DlreCtor  of  the  BudSet  Bureau  des- 
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“Mariscal  Canyon  of  the  Rio  Grande, 
Big  Bend  Country  of  Texas.” 

‘Sunset  Over  the  Chisos  Mountains, 
rex.” 

‘Quetico-Superior  Lake  Country  of 
Minnesota  and  Canada.” 

IDis  our  purpose  through  the  wilder¬ 
ness  hill  to  keep  these  frontiers  where 
we  canSstill  face  the  wilderness — where 
our  chilo^en  and  grandchildren  can  too. 

Commenting  on  this  bill,  the  editors 
of  Life  voice  again  the  opinions  that 
urge  us  hereSin  the  Congress  to  move 
forward  promptly: 

These  scenes  orvuntrammeled  loveliness 
are  among  the  las\  heritages  of  primeval 
wilderness  which  remain  to  the  people  of 
the  United  States.  vestiges  of  an  all- 
but-vanished  frontier,  \hey  are  precious. 
Now  in  Washington  stre\uous  efforts  are 
being  made  to  give  them  th\kind  of  perma¬ 
nent  protection  which  they  aught  to  have. 
A  bill  before  Congress,  pushedW  President 
Kennedy  himself,  would  make 'it  national 
policy  to  keep  these  areas  f ore veryin violate, 
free  of  lumbering  or  mining  or  building  of 
any  kind — even  the  building  of  roads  or 
tourist  facilities.  All  the  areas  are  aVeady 
Government-owned.  Some  of  them  in\pa- 
tional  parks,  though  now  protected,  are  st 
ject  to  the  day-to-day  changing  police 
within  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  Oth-' 
ers  in  national  forests  under  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  are  still  open  to  exploration, 
roadbuilding,  and  use  by  mining  interests. 
The  new  bill  would  forbid  changes  in  the 
wilderness  status  except  at  the  request  of 
the  President  and  the  approval  of  Congress. 

The  unspoiled  areas  which  need  protec¬ 
tion  are  in  all  parts  of  the  country  and  of 
every  kind.  Camp  Romain,  S.C.,  an  east 
coast  sanctuary  for  shore  and  ocean  birds, 
is  part  of  only  240  miles  of  Atlantic  and 
gulf  shore — 240  out  of  an  original  3,700 — 
which  is  in  State  or  Federal  hands.  Like 
the  other  wilderness  areas,  it  needs  to  be 
preserved  absolutely  intact  and  authentic, 
not  only  for  the  livelihood  and  survival  of 
the  wild  creatures  which  live  in  it  but  also 
for  man  that  he  may  always  have,  in  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy’s  words,  fresh  water  and  green 
country  to  turn  to  for  spiritual  refreshment. 

Mr.  President,  many  Senators  have 
sent  me  notes  and  letters  favorably  com¬ 
menting  on  this  issue  of  Life.  They  join 
me  in  thanks  to  a  splendid  magazine 
for  its  public  service. 


His  devotion  to  the  Ukrainian  cause  will 
be  greatly  missed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  not, 
morning  business  is  closed. 


DEATH  OF  DMYTRO  HALYCHYI 

Mr.  CASE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Pjresi- 
dent,  it  was  with  sadness  that  I  learned 
of  the  untimely  death  on  March  26  of 
Dmytro  Halychyn,  president/  of  the 
Ukrainian  Congress  Conunittee  of 
America  and  president  of  / ne  Ukrain¬ 
ian  National  Association, /nc. 

Mr.  Halychyn  had  been  an  active 
fighter  in  the  cause  of/ukrainian  free¬ 
dom  for  many  years. /In  1917  he  volun¬ 
teered  for  the  Ukrainian  national  army 
and  served  as  a  lieutenant  for  over  three 
and  a  half  years/n  the  struggle  for  in¬ 
dependence  of /he  Ukraine.  Mr.  Haly¬ 
chyn  immigrated  to  the  United  States 
in  1923  and  then  became  active  in 
Ukrainian/American  life.  He  has  been 
especially  noted  for  his  devotion  to  help¬ 
ing  tha^  Ukrainian  people  both  in  this 
country  and  in  Europe  in  his  position 
of  president  of  the  Ukrainian  Congress 
Committee  of  America  and  as  a  member 
the  board  of  directors  of  the  United 
irainian  American  Relief  Committee. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MORSE.  Madam  President,  I 
promised  the  majority  leader  I  would 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum  before 
the  conduct  of  business  after  conclusion 
of  the  morning  hour.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
Neuberger  in  the  chair) .  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Madam  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Madam  President,  with, 
the  understanding  that  I  do  not  lose 
right  to  the  floor,  I  am  willing  to  yiyld 
to  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  /Mr. 
Iandolph],  then  to  the  Senatoip/rom 
laska  [Mr.  Gruening]  ,  and  thevf  to  my 
gcbd  friend  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[MrVELLENDERl ,  who,  with  the  approval 
of  theunajority  leader,  seek/ to  take  up 
a  very  brief  conference  report.  I  under¬ 
stand  it \s  nothing  that/would  be  con- 
troversialX  I  am  willin/to  yield  for  that 
purpose,  toov  But  L/fio  have  a  major 
speech  that  iSjush  ij6  make  as  soon  as  I 
can. 

The  PRESIDlJto  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection, p/hes.  Senator  may  yield 
with  the  und/stanaipg  he  has  stated. 


PRESIDENT  KENNEDY^  TAX  PRO¬ 
POSALS  ARE  ENCOURAGING;  COR¬ 
RECTIVE  MEASURES  'MUST  BE 
ENACTED  TO  ELIMINATE  TAX 

Benefits  on  foreign  pvoduc- 

'TION  BY  AMERICAN  FIRMS  [SNEED 
FOR  EXPANDED  INVESTMENT  IN 

UNITED  STATES  IS  REAL 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Madam  President 
the  President’s  tax  message,  delivered  to' 
the  Congress  last  week,  is  a  significant 
step  forward  in  achieving  greater  co¬ 
herence  and  equity  in  our  tax  system. 
In  addition,  the  message  contains  some 
very  timely  recommendations  designed 
to  improve  the  economic  position  of  the 
United  States  today.  Each  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  recommendations,  whether  in  the 
area  of  tax  reform  or  tax  incentive,  de¬ 
serves  the  serious  and  attentive  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  Congress. 

Tax  reform  is  needed,  not  only  to  pre¬ 
serve  the  integl'ity  of  our  tax  system,  but 
also,  in  the  foreign  area  particularly,  to 
maintain  and  build  world  confidence  in 
our  economy.  Unemployment  in  the 
United  States  today  is  largely  attribut¬ 
able  to  the  depressed  rate  of  economic 
growth  in  recent  years.  The  tax  incen¬ 
tive  granted  for  increased  investment  in 
plant  and  equipment  will  provide  an 
added  encouragement  for  American 
business  to  step  up  its  expansion  and 


this,  in  turn,  will  provide  more  jobs  f$ 
American  labor. 

TAX  DEFERRAL  FOR  OPERATING  OVERSEAS  li  BAD 

Of  particular  interest  to  me  /s  the 
President’s  recommendation  to/  elimi¬ 
nate  tax  deferral  for  American  compa¬ 
nies  operating  abroad  through  foreign 
subsidiaries.  It  is  time  U*at  we  take 
corrective  measures  and  /op  encourag¬ 
ing,  through  tax  benefits,  the  flight  of 
American  capital  to  /he  countries  of 
Western  Europe,  par/c ularly  in  view  of 
the  need  for  expanded  investment  here 
in  the  United  States,  and  especially  in 
our  own  “underdeveloped  areas.” 

This  provision  goes  hand  in  hand  with 
the  Presiden/s  other  recommendation 
for  a  tax  incentive  to  increase  expansion 
of  plant  said  equipment  in  the  United 
States.  /Since  1957,  production  abroad 
has  ex/eded  our  own  exports,  and  the 
gap  has  increased  steadily.  I  can  think 
of  do  justification,  particularly  under 
p/sent  circumstances,  for  permitting 
lerican  companies  with  foreign  pro¬ 
duction  and  foreign  labor  to  accumulate 
their  profits  after  a  30  percent  foreign 
tax,  for  example,  while  American  pro¬ 
duction  must  pay  tax  at  the  rate  of  52 
percent. 

TAX  HAVEN  ABROAD  SHOULD  BE  STOPPED 

Furthermore,  where  a  foreign  tax- 
haven  corporation  is  involved,  the  tax 
imposed  abroad  may  be  utterly  trivial 
or  nonexistent.  The  tax  savings  thus 
derived  from  channelling  profits  from 
the  United  States,  as  well  as  from  other 
countries,  into  subsidiaries  in  Switzer¬ 
land,  Liechtenstein,  and  other  tax-haven 
countries  are  well  publicized.  I  suspect 
that  a  survey  would  show  that  a  major¬ 
ity  of  large  American  corporations  with 
foreign  operations  have  a  tax-haven 
corporation  somewhere  in  their  organi¬ 
zation. 

Present  law  amounts  to  a  tax-free 
loan  by  the  Federal  Government  in  an 
amount  equal  to  the  U.S.  tax  deferred. 
This  advantage  is  far  more  significant 
than  a  rate  reduction  because  the  tax¬ 
payer,  in  effect,  is  given  a  completely  un¬ 
restricted  choice  as  to  when  he  pays  his 
taxes.  Moreover,  a  portion  of  these 
profits  accumulated  by  foreign  subsid¬ 
iaries  may  be  reinvested  through  expan¬ 
sion  and  may  never  come  into  the  tax 
?ase.  If  we  are  to  assure  the  achieve- 
ent  and  maintenance  of  increased  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  in  the  United  States  as 
well\as  confidence  in  the  U.S.  dollar, 
this  recommendation  must  be  enacted. 

I  would  like  to  direct  the  attention  of 
this  bodys.  to  several  other  problems  in 
the  foreigikarea  which  President  Ken¬ 
nedy  has  considered  in  his  tax  message. 
As  we  all  know,  corporations  are  norm¬ 
ally  subject  to \  tax  of  52  percent,  but, 
because  of  the  mechanics  of  computing 
the  foreign  tax  credit  on  dividends  re¬ 
ceived  from  a  foreign  subsidiary,  the 
continuing  tax  burden  of  a  U.S.  cor¬ 
poration  operating  through  a  foreign 
subsidiary  may  be  reduced  from  52  to 
45  percent,  and  in  some  cases  to  as  low 
as  approximately  40  percentNwhile  some 
may  regard  this  as  a  small  pfcunt,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  our  corporate  rate  ftf  tax  is 
so  basic  that  this  discrepancy,  this 
anomaly,  in  present  law  is  com^etely 
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\m  justified  and  can  only  be  excused  as 
an  unintended  mathematical  error.  The 
policy  of  tax  equality  demands  that  this 
be  removed  and  that  the  corporate  tax 
rate  of  52  percent  be  applied  generally. 

SUBSTANTIAL  ABUSE  BY  OUR  CITIZENS’  EARNINGS 

AnotheV  recommendation  would  re¬ 
move  from\existing  law  the  exemption 
now  granted\arned  income  of  American 
citizens  living  in  any  of  the  economically 
developed  countries.  The  provision  un¬ 
der  existing  lawNwhich  grants  an  un¬ 
limited  exemption  \or  earned  income  to 
American  citizens  residing  abroad  and 
an  annual  exemption  of  $20,000  for  citi¬ 
zens  temporarily  present  abroad,  has 
been  subject  to  substantial  abuse  and  is 
unwarranted  in  the  light  of  .present  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions.  \ 

Special  difficulties  in  liviri'g  abroad, 
particularly  in  the  European  countries, 
are  largely  of  the  past.  The  ea&e  with 
which  people  move  from  one  country  to 
another  is  such  that  individuals  whose 
business  requires  them  to  be  in  various 
countries  can  as  easily  establish  them 
residence  in  one  place  as  another.  Some 
individuals  establish  their  residence 
abroad  for  tax  purposes  even  though  the 
nature  of  their  business  does  not  require 
it.  It  is  manifestly  unfair  to  other  tax¬ 
payers  to  continue  the  exemption 
granted  to  those  with  a  foreign  resi¬ 
dence  in  a  country  which  may  offer  in 
all  material  respects  living  conditions 
comparable  to  those  of  the  United  States. 
Moreover,  inducements  to  individuals  to 
live  abroad  also  contribute  to  our  ad¬ 
verse  balance  of  payments.  Yet,  to  con¬ 
tinue  encouraging  persons  skilled  in  in¬ 
dustry,  education,  medicine,  and  other 
professions  to  work  in  the  less  developed 
countries,  the  message  recommends  that 
a  limited  exemption  be  retained  for  per¬ 
sons  residing  and  working  in  these 
areas. 

CORRECTIVE  ACTION  NEEDED  ON  FOREIGN 
INVESTMENT 

The  President  has  also  proposed  cor¬ 
rective  legislation  to  deal  with  the  abuse 
of  foreign  investment  companies.  These 
companies  are  for  the  most  part  estab¬ 
lished  in  Canada,  but  recently  the  device 
has  spread  to  Bermuda  and,  I  believe, 
to  the  Bahamas.  Stated  in  its  simplest 
terms,  the  practice  permits  a  share¬ 
holder  in  a  foreign  investment  company/ 
to  obtain  capital  gains  treatment  wi/ 
respect  to  accumulated  income  wjme 
an  investor  in  a  comparable  dorr/tic 
company  is  currently  taxed  at  th/ates 
applicable  to  ordinary  income/  As  a 
matter  of  tax  equity,  an  inve/or  in  a 
foreign  company  should  be  /eated  no 
better  than  an  investor  i/a  domestic 
company.  It  is  also  significant  that 
these  foreign  investrr/it  companies 
constitute  a  potential  /hich,  given  the 
appropriate  conditio/,  could  add  sub¬ 
stantially  to  the  /utflow  of  dollars 
abroad.  / 

EXEMPTION  ON  FOREIGN  ESTATE  TAX  SHOULD  END 

Finally,  th/ President  recommends 
that  the  existing  exemption  from  the 
Federal  es taae  tax  of  foreign  real  estate 
be  eliminated.  In  recent  years  this  also 
has  be/  the  subject  of  abuse.  Pri- 
marily/necause  of  this  tax  feature,  per¬ 
sons  /have  converted  investments  into 


foreign  real  estate  in  countries  which, 
because  of  their  very  low  tax  rates,  could 
be  appropriately  termed  “estate  tax 
havens.”  For  example,  in  1959  Canada 
revised  her  death  duty  law,  providing 
for  a  flat  rate  of  tax  at  15  percent  on 
the  Canadian  property  of  any  decedent 
domiciled  outside  Canada.  There  is  rea¬ 
son  to  believe  that  considerable  real 
property  is  being  purchased  in  other 
places,  such  as  the  Bahamas,  Venezuela, 
and  elsewhere.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
we  allow  a  credit  for  taxes  paid  abroad, 
there  is  no  justification  for  continuing 
this  special  exemption  for  foreign  real 
estate. 

These  are  but.  the  special  provisions 
relating  to  the  tax  treatment  of  foreign 
income  in  the  President’s  broad  and 
comprehensive  tax  message.  It  is  my 
hope  that  the  Congress  will  move  with 
dispatch  to  give  serious  consideration  to 
these  and  the  President’s  other  tax  pro¬ 
posals. 


AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL 

TRADE  AND  ASSISTANCE  ACT 

OF  1954 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  148,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1027. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
1027)  to  amend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Madam  President, 
the  bill  was  considered  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  was 
unanimously  reported  to  the  Senate.  I 
took  up  the  subject  with  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  who  is  the 
ranking  Republican  on  the  committee, 
and  there  is  no  objection  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  at  this  time. 

This  bill  would  increase  by  $2  billion 
the  authorization  of  title  I  of  Public  Law 
480,  83d  Congress,  for  the  calendar  year 
1961.  This  would  result  in  a  total  au¬ 
thorization  for  title  I  for  calendar  1961 
of  $3.5  billion  plus  any  unused  authority 
carried  over  from  1960. 

Under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480  the 
President  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements  with  friendly  nations  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  for  foreign  currencies. 

The  administration  has  made  this  re¬ 
quest  because  the  total  authorization 
available  for  calendar  1961,  consisting 
of  $1.5  billion  plus  a  carryover  of  $335 
million  from  1960,  has  all  been  com¬ 
mitted  in  signed  agreements  or  in  agree¬ 
ments  expected  to  be  signed.  The  ma¬ 
jor  part,  $1,589  million,  was  committed 
against  the  last  3  years  of  the  India 
agreement.  This  left  $246  million  avail¬ 
able  for  all  other  programs. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  re¬ 
ported  that  the  additional  $2  billion  is 
needed  in  order  to  go  forward  with  pro¬ 
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gram  negotiations  with  a  number  of 
countries.  No  new  negotiations  can  go 
forward  until  funds  are  provided. 

The  Department  plans  to  use  the  $2 
billion  in  the  following  fashion: 

First.  Country  programs  approved  for 
negotiation  when  funds  become  available 
$50  million:  This  category  includes  a  few 
countries  for  which  programs  have  been 
approved  by  the  Department  and  need 
only  the  availability  of  funds  to  be  placed 
into  negotiation. 

Second.  Programs  under  development 
resulting  from  country  requests,  $1,250 
million:  This  group  involves  countries 
who  have  made  requests  for  programs, 
and  whose  requests  are  now  being  re¬ 
viewed  and  analyzed  by  the  Department. 
This  category  includes  a  request  from 
the  Government  of  Pakistan  for  a  4-year 
agreement.  At  the  present  time  the  De¬ 
partment  is  thinking  in  terms  of  a  4- 
year  program  for  Pakistan  of  nearly  $1 
billion,  and  programs  for  additional 
-  countries  such  as  China — Taiwan — and 
Indonesia. 

Third.  Additional  programs  expected, 
$600  million:  Although  no  formal  coun¬ 
try  requests  have  been  received  in  this 
category,  several  programs  are  now  in 
preliminary  stages  of  discussion.  The 
principal  program  in  this  category  is  the 
possible  negotiation  of  a  multiyear  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Government  of  Brazil 
as  a  result  of  the  special  food-for-peace 
mission  to  Latin  America.  Other  pro¬ 
grams  in  this  group  include  such  coun¬ 
tries  as  Chile,  Israel,  Paraguay,  the 
United  Arab  Republic,  and  Poland. 

These  planned  programs  will  use  the 
great  bulk  of  the  $2  billion  authoriza¬ 
tion  provided  by  the  bill. 

Poor  crop  conditions  abroad  have  re¬ 
sulted  in  increased  need  of  commodities 
under  title  I  in  many  countries.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  there  is  increasing  interest  in 
longer  term  commodity  agreements  by 
underdeveloped  countries  having  large 
food  deficits. 

Multiyear  title  I  agreements  such  as 
the  4-year  agreement  concluded  with  the 
Government  of  India  last  year,  assure 
the  availability  of  adequate  supplies  for 
such  food  deficit  countries. 

It  lets  them  plan  commodity  procure¬ 
ment  and  shipment  over  longer  periods, 
and  conduct  such  operations  more  effec¬ 
tively;  it  permits  maximum  use  of  facili¬ 
ties  to  receive,  store,  and  distribute  com¬ 
modities;  it  allows  coordination  of  im¬ 
port  programs  with  local  production; 
and  it  supports  long-range  plans  for 
total  economic  development. 

The  present  law  provides  that  any 
unused  funds  can  be  carried  over  from 
one  year  to  the  next.  For  example,  a 
total  of  $335  million  was  carried  over 
from  calendar  year  1960  for  use  in  1961. 
Therefore,  any  sums  unspent  or  unal¬ 
located  in  calendar  1961  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  1962. 

Later  this  year,  when  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  studies  the  feasibility  of 
extending  Public  Law  480  beyond  De¬ 
cember  31,  1961,  this  matter  of  carry¬ 
over  of  funds  can  be  explored  fully. 

In  reporting  on  my  investigation  last 
summer  for  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  I  commented  on  a  number  of 
unbusinesslike  practices  in  the  manage- 
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ment  of  foreign  currencies  acquired 
under  Public  Law  480.  For  instance,  I 
found  that  the  use  of  unrealistic  ex¬ 
change  rates  under  title  I  agreements 
was  costing  the  United  States  in  excess 
of  a  billion  dollars.  In  my  report  and 
in  the  hearings  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  there  is  set 
out  a  stable  showing  losses  of  over  $600 
million  in  four  countries  alone. 

Another  instance  of  improper  man¬ 
agement  of  these  funds  results  from 
their  deposit  in  foreign  banks  pending 
their  loan  to  foreign  governments.  De¬ 
posited  in  their  banks,  these  funds  be¬ 
come  a  part  of  those  countries’  econ¬ 
omies.  They  do  not  have  to  borrow  these 
funds  from  the  United  States  for  pur¬ 
poses  agreed  upon  with  the  United 
States  and  pay  interest  on  them.  They 
may  borrow  them  from  their  own  banks 
for  any  purpose  they  see  fit,  or  they 
may  issue  new  money  instead  of  bor¬ 
rowing. 

These  unbusinesslike  practices  were 
discussed  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  and  there  was  a  uni¬ 
form  agreement  that  they  should  be 
corrected.  They  were  discussed  in  the 
committee  report  on  this  bill.  If  they 
are  not  corrected,  the  committee  will 
propose  legislative  correctives.  Such 
correctives  are  not  in  the  pending  bill, 
but  could  be  included  in  later  legisla¬ 
tion  this  year  making  more  extensive 
changes  in  Public  Law  480  procedures. 
The  pending  bill  relates  only  to  funds 
for  the  current  year,  and  the  commit¬ 
tee  felt  that  it  should  be  restricted  to 
that  purpose. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  por¬ 
tion  of  the  report  dealing  with  these 
practices  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  portion 
of  the  report  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Use  op  Foreign  Currencies 

The  committee  is  concerned  with  unbusi¬ 
nesslike  practices  and  procedures  which  are 
being  followed  in  the  operation  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  program  and  particularly  in  the 
acquisition  and  use  of  foreign  currencies 
generated  by  title  I  of  such  program. 

Pending  further  study  of  the  program  in¬ 
cident  to  consideration  of  the  renewal  of 
the  Public  Law  480  program,  it  is  strongly 
recommended  that  all  steps  possible  be  taken 
to  correct  these  practices  which  result  in 
the  loss  of  vast  amounts  of  money  by  the 
United  States.  These  practices  include: 

1.  Unrealistic  exchange  rates  negotiated 
with  participating  countries:  In  numerous 
instances,  the  exchange  rate  agreed  upon 
between  the  United  States  and  the  foreign 
country  in  connection  with  the  sale  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  was  substantially  less 
than  the  free  market  rate  of  the  local  cur¬ 
rencies  or  the  rate  used  by  the  Treasury 
when  selling  these  currencies  to  other  Gov¬ 
ernment  agencies.  This  means  that  the  dol¬ 
lar  equivalent  of  the  foreign  currencies  col¬ 
lected  has  been  considerably  less  than  would 
have  been  the  case  if  the  exchange  rate 
negotiated  in  the  sales  agreement  had  more 
nearly  conformed  to  the  free  market  rate 
of  exchange.  In  fact,  such  losses  are  in 
excess  of  $1  billion. 

2.  Failure  to  report  losses  resulting  from 
unrealistic  exchange  rates:  The  committee 
feels  there  is  a  need  for  more  forthright  re¬ 
porting  of  what  Public  Law  480  sales  actually 


generate  in  foreign  currencies,  and  in  the 
event  the  exchange  rate  at  which  any  com¬ 
modity  is  supplied,  or  the  sale  or  exporta¬ 
tion  thereof  financed  under  title  I,  is  less 
favorable  than  the  rate  at  which  the  United 
States  is  able  to  acquire  currencies  of  the 
particular  foreign  country  on  the  date  of 
the  dollar  disbursement  by  CCC  relating  to 
the  transaction,  then  a  detailed  report  of 
the  circumstances,  and  justification  there¬ 
for,  should  be  made  in  the  next  semiannual 
report  to  the  Congress. 

3.  Substantial  amounts  of  currency  are 
lying  idle:  Large  amounts  of  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  received  by  the  United  States  from 
Public  Law  480  sales  are  placed  in  special 
accounts  in  foreign  depositories  where  they 
become  a  part  of  that  country’s  economy. 
In  view  of  this,  some  countries,  while  sign¬ 
ing  loan  agreements  for  this  money,  do 
not  borrow  it  from  the  United  States,  and 
the  United  States  receives  no  interest  on  it 
while  it  depreciates  to  the  extent  that  the 
country’s  currency  may  depreciate  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  dollar.  Thus,  in  effect,  the 
country  may  have  the  use  of  the  money  dur¬ 
ing  this  period  without  interest  to  the  United 
States  for  purposes  which  may  not  be  pre¬ 
scribed  in  the  act  or  concurred  in  by  the 
United  States.  Reportedly,  as  of  September 
30,  1960,  the  United  States  had  received  the 
equivalent  of  $4,013  billion,  while  disburse¬ 
ments  totaled  only  $1,715  billion,  leaving  $2.3 
billion  in  Treasury  accounts  which  had  not 
been  used  as  of  that  date.  Most  of  this  is 
lying  in  the  banks  of  foreign  countries  with¬ 
out  bearing  interest  and  depreciates  to  the 
extent  that  the  country’s  currency  may  de¬ 
preciate  in  relation  to  the  dollar. 

4.  Division  of  currencies  is  tug  of  war: 
In  developing  title  I  sales  agreements,  an  in¬ 
terdepartmental  committee,  consisting  of 
representatives  of  various  Government  agen¬ 
cies  having  an  interest  in  the  use  of  sales 
proceeds,  determines  the  division  of  curren¬ 
cies  to  be  negotiated  with  foreign  govern¬ 
ments.  This  involves  a  tug-of-war  with  the 
Department  of  State  trying  to  obtain  the 
largest  possible  amount  for  use  by  the  coun¬ 
try  in  the  form  of  loans  and  grants,  while 
other  U.S.  agencies  try  to  obtain  as  much 
as  they  can  for  their  own  programs  abroad. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  interdepart¬ 
mental  committee  should  exercise  greater 
prudence  in  setting  aside  the  portions  of 
sales  proceeds  to  be  used  for  various  pur¬ 
poses  specified  in  the  act.  The  committee  is 
well  aware,  of  course,  that  the  amount  of 
currencies  made  available  to  the  foreign 
country  is  an  important  consideration  in  the 
title  I  agreement.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
committee  believes  that  the  United  States 
should  make  maximum  use  of  these  foreign 
currencies  where  they  can  be  used  for  ap¬ 
propriate  U.S.  agency  programs. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Madam 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  For  the 
record,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  a 
question.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
under  Public  Law  480,  title  I,  the  money 
provided  in  the  bill  can  be  used  to  finance 
the  sale  in  foreign  countries  only  of  the 
agricultural  commodities  which  ac¬ 
tually  are  in  surplus.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  money  cannot  be  used 
to  finance  the  sale  in  foreign  countries 
'for  foreign  currencies  of  agricultural 
commodities  which  are  not  in  surplus. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Am  I 
correct  in  understanding  that  there  are 
no  provisions  in  Public  Law  480  which 
are  applicable  with  respect  to  authority 
to  subsidize  through  Public  Law  480  sales 
of  any  agricultural  commodity  which  is 
not  in  surplus? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  To  use 
specific  instances,  corn  and  wheat  at  the 
moment  are  in  surplus,  and  would  be 
eligible  for  financing  under  the  proposed 
program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
they  are  the  principal  commodities  which 
will  be  considered.  There  is  also  cotton 
and  rice. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  There 
are  many  other  commodities  which  are 
in  surplus.  However,  as  an  example  of 
the  other  side,  the  legislation  would  not 
extend  to  soybean,  soybean  oil,  or  soy¬ 
bean  meal,  which  at  the  moment,  during 
the  calendar  year  which  we  are  consid¬ 
ering,  are  selling  at  high  prices,  and 
therefore  would  not  be  eligible  under  the 
proposed  program.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Not  unless  they  be¬ 
came  surplus. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  At  the 
present  time  they  are  not. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  At  the  present  time 
they  are  not.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  They 
would  not  be  eligible,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
commodities  mentioned. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  make  a 
brief  statement. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  the  same  questions  that  I  asked 
of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  and  ask 
him  whether  his  answers  would  be  the 
same  as  those  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  My  answers  to  the  ques¬ 
tions  asked  by  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  are 
the  same  answers  that  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  gave  to  the  Senator  from 
Delaware. 

Madam  President,  this  authority  ap¬ 
plies  only  to  the  commodities  which  are 
in  surplus  at  the  present  time. 

I  shall  support  the  enactment  of  the 
proposed  legislation,  which  grants  au¬ 
thority  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  dispose  of  $2  billion  more  of  agricul¬ 
tural  surpluses  under  Public  Law  480, 
which  is  an  act  that  has  been  on  our 
books  for  6  years.  During  that  length 
of  time  it  has  been  in  an  instrument 
through  which  $9  y4  billion  worth  of  our 
agricultural  surplus  commodities  have 
been  disposed  of  in  other  countries. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  asked 
for  authority  to  sell  $2  billion  worth 
more  of  these  surplus  commodities  be¬ 
tween  now  and  the  1st  of  January  next 
year.  He  seems  to  believe  that  he  can 
do  that.  I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  his 
assumption. 

Agricultural  commodities  have  been 
the  most  potent  instrument  this  country 
has  possessed  in  securing  the  coopera¬ 
tion  of  other  democratic  governments  of 
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the  world.  They  have  been  an  even 
more  potent  instrument  than  our  mili¬ 
tary  strength,  I  believe.  Certainly  we 
have  averted  famines  in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries.  Through  the  use  of  agricultural 
commodities  we  have  stopped  what 
would  almost  certainly  have  been  in¬ 
flation  in  some  foreign  countries. 

So  I  believe  we  must  use  the  produc¬ 
tivity  of  our  Nation  to  try  to  maintain 
democratic  governments  of  the  world — 
not  only  maintain  democratic  govern¬ 
ments  in  foreign  countries,  but  also 
maintain  democracy  here  at  home. 

It  is  common  knowledge  that  there 
are  two  schools  of  thought  with  respect 
to  agricultural  programs  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  One  school  seems  to  feel  that  we 
should  have  our  agricultural  programs 
directed  by  the  Government,  with  the 
Government  regulating  the  farms  and 
directing  the  use  of  the  land,  and 
through  rules  and  regulations  reduce  our 
production  until  it  comes  into  a  so- 
called  balance,  or  perhaps  even  produces 
a  shortage. 

We  have  in  this  country  today  per¬ 
haps  a  billion  bushels  of  wheat  and  pos¬ 
sibly  500  million  or  600  million  bushels 
of  feed  grains  in  surplus. 

If  we  approve  the  proposed  legislation, 
as  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  al¬ 
ready  pointed  out,  we  can  dispose  of  a 
large  percentage  of  what  is  now  called 
surplus  farm  commodities  owned  by  the 
Government  in  this  country.  If  we  do 
that,  there  will  be  no  need  for  asking  for 
controls  over  the  farmers  of  this  country, 
to  see  to  it  that  they  do  not  continue  to 
produce  in  the  future  as  abundantly  as 
they  have  in  the  past. 

We  certainly  do  not  want  that  to  hap¬ 
pen,  when  we  are  using  these  surpluses 
to  fight  that  very  thing  in  other 
countries. 

I  am  very  glad  to  support  the  proposed 
legislation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Madam  President, 
every  other  great  nation  with  a  large 
population  has  trouble  producing  sufiB- 
cent  food  and  raiment  for  its  own  peo¬ 
ple.  There  is  no  other  nation  comparable 
to  ours  in  size  which  is  not  up  against 
that  problem  right  now. 

We  hear  of  famines  in  China.  We 
know  through  friends  that  in  India  and 
Pakistan  the  people  are  in  dire  need  of 
food.  We  know  from  what  we  read  in 
the  newspapers  that  one  of  the  few 
things  that  are  admitted  as  being  a 
matter  of  trouble  to  the  rulers  in  the  So¬ 
viets  is  that  they  are  having  trouble  in 
this  field. 

I  am  sure  it  is  practically  incompre¬ 
hensible  to  most  of  the  rest  of  the  world 
that  a  nation  of  180  million  people,  as 
we  now  have,  is  able  to  produce  not  only 
enough  food  for  its  own  people,  but  have 
the  highest  standard  of  living  in  the 
world — probably  too  high  a  standard 
of  living  so  far  as  the  number  of  cal¬ 
ories  that  are  consumed  are  concerned _ 

and  at  the  same  time  have  a  great  over¬ 
abundance  to  pass  on  to  the  other  free 
peoples  of  the  earth. 

I  believe  that  is  our  principal  ace  in 
the  hole,  if  I  may  use  that  term,  in  our 
dealings  with  the  rest  of  the  world  right 
now. 


While  there  may  be  some  question¬ 
ing  and  caviling  about  some  of  our  other 
policies  in  other  fields,  no  one  questions 
the  fact,  and  the  whole  world  knows, 
that  our  American  farmers  are  produc¬ 
ing  agricultural  products  in  such  great 
abundance  that  they  are  able  to  pass 
these  great  supplies  to  people  who  are 
less  fortunate  than  ourselves.  I  call  at¬ 
tention  again  to  that  fact,  as  has  already 
been  pointed  out. 

I  wish  to  call  attention  to  another 
point,  and  that  is  that  practically  every 
committee  in  the  Senate  now  has  some¬ 
thing  to  do  with  matters  which  relate 
directly  to  our  troublesome  problem  of 
foreign  relations.  When  I  first  came  to 
serve  on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  that  was  not  the  case. 
Later,  after  the  adoption  of  the  inter¬ 
national  world  wheat  program,  and 
then  through  the  passage  of  Public  Law 
480,  and  through  the  passage  of  special 
acts  from  time  to  time,  such  as  the  one 
under  which  we  sent  great  quantities 
of  gx-ain  to  India,  this  committee  has  had 
more  and  more  to  do  with  foreign  rela¬ 
tions  in  vital  fields. 

The  same  can  be  said  about  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Commerce  and  various  other 
committees.  I  believe  it  is  a  very  whole¬ 
some  thing  that  that  is  so,  because  if 
there  ever  was  a  time  when  Congress 
needed  to  become  acquainted  with  for¬ 
eign  problems,  international  problems, 
and  be  a  great  influence  in  this  field,  that 
time  is  now. 

I  strongly  support  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation.  I  hope  it  will  be  unanimously 
enacted  and  will  again  become  an  instru¬ 
mentality  for  the  showing  of  our  power 
in  a  field  where  the  rest  of  the  world 
cannot  compete  with  us  at  all. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Madam  President, 
I  fully  support  the  extension  of  Public 
Law  480  through  the  additional  authori¬ 
zation  which  is  made  possible  by  the  bill 
before  us,  S.  1027,  as  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

The  program  of  Public  Law  480 — and 
it  ought  to  have  a  much  more  dynamic 
name — has  done  immeasurable  good,  not 
only  for  America,  not  only  for  our  farm¬ 
ers,  not  only  for  our  national  prestige, 
not  only  for  our  national  security,  but, 
more  significantly,  for  the  people  who 
have  received  the  food  under  titles  I,  II, 
and  III. 

The  bill  is  an  extension  of  title  I.  It 
is  a  plan  and  a  means  of  utilizing  in  a 
constructive  manner  the  American  agri¬ 
cultural  production  over  and  beyond 
what  we  need  for  our  own  domestic  uses. 
It  is  a  way  of  being  able  to  sell  these  agri¬ 
cultural  products  in  return  for  the  cur¬ 
rency  of  the  purchasing  nation.  It  is  a 
way  of  being  able  to  convert  agricultural 
commodities  into  economic  development 
in  the  recipient  countries. 

Recently,  when  the  Soviet  Union 
placed  a  man  in  orbit  in  a  space  capsule, 
and  he  orbited  the  earth  two  or  three 
times  and  then  was  brought  back  to 
earth,  everyone  was  startled,  on  the  one 
hand;  and  on  the  other  hand,  there  was 
a  sense  of  admiration  for  the  spectacu¬ 
lar  scientific  accomplishment.  But  I 
remind  Senators  that  while  we  are  prais¬ 
ing,  or  at  least  standing  in  awe  of.  some 
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of  the  accomplishments  of  the  Soviet 
Union  in  the  field  of  science — and,  in¬ 
deed,  in  the  area  of  naked  military 
power— we  might  very  well  point  out 
some  of  our  own  achievements. 

Several  times  every  year  some  Sena¬ 
tors,  including  those  who  have  addressed 
the  Senate  today,  have  stated  that  one 
of  the  great  achievements  of  our  Nation 
is  the  production  of  food  and  fiber.  I 
do  not  know  why  it  is  that  we  are  not 
able  to  project  this  remarkable  accom¬ 
plishment  of  the  production  of  food  and 
fiber  in  a  more  constructive  and  a  more 
positive  manner.  Actually,  the  United 
States  of  America  is  one  of  the  few  na¬ 
tions  of  the  world  which  produces  an 
adequate  supply  of  food  and  fiber  for 
its  own  people  and  a  sufficient  quantity 
for  a  large  number  of  other  people. 

I  think  America’s  farm  production  is  a 
miracle.  It  is  actually  much  more  im¬ 
portant  right  now  than  to  put  a  man 
in  outer  space.  To  my  way  of  thinking, 
the  remarkable  success  story  of  Amer¬ 
ica’s  agricultural  production  ought  to  be 
trumpeted  throughout  the  world.  In¬ 
stead,  almost  every  public  official  and 
large  numbers  of  private  citizens  talk 
about  the  problem  of  agricultural  sur¬ 
plus.  Yet,  if  the  so-called  surplus, 
which  is  nothing  more  or  less  than  a 
manifestation  of  America’s  productive 
efficiency,  were  called  an  abundance,  we 
would  be  able,  I  think,  to  give  a  much 
better  and  truer  picture  of  the  real 
America. 

Madam  President,  I  hope  the  time 
will  come  when  we  will  not  have  to  rely 
upon  the  extent  of  our  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction  for  the  oversea  food  program. 
It  seems  to  me  the  time  ought  to  be  at 
hand  now  when  we  can  project  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  food  and  fiber  just  as  we  do 
the  instruments  of  defense  or  of  a  host 
of  other  commodities. 

During  World  War  II  we  had  a  War 
Food  Administrator.  Food  was  con¬ 
sidered  an  essential  part  of  our  defense ; 
and  the  War  Food  Administrator  called 
upon  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
which  in  turn  called  upon  the  Nation’s 
fanners  to  produce  the  food  which  was 
necessary  as  a  part  of  our  great  victory 
force  in  that  war. 

Today,  we  have  a  war  going  on;  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  it  is  a  war  that  we  are 
not  winning.  It  is  a  more  sinister  war 
and,  in  a  sense,  a  crueler  war  and  a  war 
c'  greater  proportions  than  World  War 
II.  It  is  a  war  only  90  miles  from  our 
shores — in  Cuba ;  and  there  is  a  cold  war 
in  Latin  America;  and  a  war  in  Laos. 
Now  we  have  a  Food  for  Peace  Adminis¬ 
trator  who  is  given  the  privilege,  if  we 
can  call  it  that,  of  utilizing  whatever 
food  is  left  over. 

Madam  President,  this  is  a  foolish  way 
to  win  a  war.  No  wonder  we  are  losing, 
as  we  are.  We  are  losing  because  we 
are  not  trying;  we  are  not  utilizing  the 
productive  capacity  and  the  raw  ma¬ 
terials  and  the  processed  material  of 
which  this  country  is  capable.  We  are 
not  trying  to  win.  We  have  millions  of 
unemployed;  we  have  closed  factories; 
we  have  mines  that  are  not  producing; 
we  have  workers  who  are  without  jobs; 
and  we  have  the  humiliating  experience 
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in  Cuba.  We  have  farmers  who  are  be¬ 
ing  paid  not  to  produce,  although  there 
is  great  hunger  in  the  world.  We  have 
$9  billion  worth  of  food  and  fiber  in  stor¬ 
age,  but  we  talk  about  that  food  and 
fiber  as  if  they  constitute  a  surplus  of  no 
real  value — or,  in  other  words,  a  real 
headache. 

Madam  President,  I  repeat  that  until 
the  United  States  of  America  comes  to 
grips  with  the  vital  need  to  utilize  its 
agricultural  abundance,  it  does  not  have 
the  faintest  chance  of  winning  the  cold 
war. 

If  we  cannot  find  out  how  to  use  our 
food  and  fiber  in  a  world  in  which  there 
are  so  many  who  are  naked  and  so  many 
who  are  hungry,  I  do  not  know  how  we 
can  expect  to  win  the  cold  war  in  Cuba 
or  in  Latin  America  or  in  other  parts  of 
the  world. 

So,  Madam  President,  I  hope  the  pro¬ 
grams  which  have  been  very  ably  re¬ 
ferred  to  by  a  number  of  distinguished 
Members  of  the  Senate  will  prevail.  I 
hope  we  shall  look  upon  them  as  essen¬ 
tial  elements  of  our  victory  program.  I 
should  like  to  have  the  Congress  talk 
about  victory,  rather  than  defeat,  and 
)  talk  about  the  use  of  our  food  and  fiber 
as  a  positive  force  for  freedom,  rather 
than  as  a  problem  in  connection  with  the 
disposal  of  surpluses.  I  submit  that 
until  we  think  correctly  and  talk  cor¬ 
rectly  about  these  problems,  we  shall 
experience  the  licking  of  our  lives. 
Khrushchev  now  is  winning  the  cold 
war — winning  it  going  away ;  and  I  think 
it  is  time,  here  in  America,  where  we  are 
concerned  with  saving  lives,  not  losing 
them,  and  inasmuch  as  we  call  upon  our 
people  to  do  what  God  wants  them  to 
do — in  other  words,  to  create,  rather 
than  destroy — that,  as  regards  our  food 
and  fiber,  we  get  to  work  to  use  them. 
If  we  do,  they  can  be  used  for  peace  and 
freedom  throughout  the  world. 

I  commend  the  committee  for  report¬ 
ing  this  measure  to  the  Senate.  I  hope 
the  President  of  the  United  States  will 
go  much  further.  I  believe  we  must  do 
things  which  we  never  before  dreamed 
of  doing.  Certainly  we  must  have  the 
)  vision  to  look  farther  ahead.  If  we  do 
not,  we  shall  be  denied  the  opportunity 
to  look  anywhere  except  back,  and  to  do 
so  under  orders  from  someone  else. 

Madam  President,  the  hour  is  very 
late;  and  this  food  program  can  help 
make  the  future  a  happier  one. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  earlier  today  I  spoke  on 
the  bill  before  the  Senate  to  extend  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  and  to  increase  title  I  au¬ 
thority  by  $2  billion.  I  commented  upon 
the  food-for-peace  program  and  the 
food-for-peace  administrator,  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Govern,  and  the  work  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Freeman. 

I  have  before  me  an  article  from  the 
Minneapolis  Sunday  Tribune  of  April 
16  entitled  “Administration  Puts  New 
Life  in  Food-for-Peace  Plan,”  by  Charles 
W.  Bailey,  which  relates  directly  to  the 
bill  we  had  before  us  earlier  today.  I  ask 
that  at  that  point  in  the  Record  where 
the  discussion  took  place  on  Calendar 
No.  148,  S.  1027,  the  article  entitled  “Ad¬ 
ministration  Puts  New  Life  in  Food-for- 
Peace  Plan”  be  printed. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Administration  Puts  New  Life  in  Food-for- 
Peace  Plan 

(By  Charles  W.  Bailey) 

Washington. — There  is  a  new  atmosphere 
in  the  Nation’s  food-for-peace  program  un¬ 
der  the  Kennedy  administration. 

It  is  this  change  in  attitude,  more  than 
any  increase  in  spending,  which  has  so  far 
made  the  new  administration’s  plans  for 
oversea  food  distribution  sharply  different 
from  those  of  the  Eisenhower  administration. 

It  remains  to  be  seen,  of  course,  whether 
the  change  is  a  symptom  of  action  yet  to 
come.  As  is  the  case  with  many  of  the 
President’s  proposals,  the  hard  tests  of  legis¬ 
lative  approval  and  practical  operation  still 
lie  ahead. 

But  even  viewed  only  as  a  symptom,  as 
an  unfulfilled  promise  of  what  might  be 
forthcoming,  the  contrast  is  marked. 

Previously,  the  program  was  largely  run 
by  interagency  committees.  The  stated  em¬ 
phasis  was  on  “disposal”  of  “burdensome 
surplus.”  Proposals  to  include  food  not 
currently  in  Government  stockpiles  were  con¬ 
sistently  turned  down.  Bureaucratic  dis¬ 
putes  slowed  program  drafting  and  opera¬ 
tions. 

Now  the  program  is  directed  by  a  single 
man,  a  Presidential  appointee  with  offices 
in  the  White  House  and  access  to  the  Chief 
Executive.  Emphasis  is  on  making  "maxi¬ 
mum  use”  of  the  Nation’s  “agricultural 
abundance”  to  help  feed  hungry  people 
everywhere. 

New  food  items  have  been  added  even  if 
they  are  not  in  surplus  stocks. 

The  administration  has  asked  Congress  to 
extend  the  basic  legal  authority  for  the  pro¬ 
gram — Public  Law  480 — for  5  years. 

(Administration  officials  soon  will  an¬ 
nounce  plans  to  donate  food  to  be  used  as 
wages  for  workers  on  roads,  dams,  and  other 
development  projects  in  six  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  United  Press  International  reported 
Saturday. 

(George  McGovern,  food-for-peace  direc¬ 
tor,  also  said  a  seventh  food-wages  project 
may  be  approved  soon. 

(Use  of  donated  foods  to  pay  wages  on 
development  projects  began  several  years 
ago.  McGovern  said  that  120,000  in  Tunisia 
get  part  of  their  wages  that  way,  and  smaller 
projects  are  being  conducted  in  Afghanistan 
and  Korea. 

(Projects  are  being  planned  in  the  new 
African  states  of  Dahomey  and  Eritrea,  and 
in  Greece,  Iran,  Indonesia,  and  Morocco,  UPI 
said.  Another  is  under  consideration  for 
Nationalist  China,  McGovern  said.) 

A  sharp  increase  in  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  for  hungry  nations — with  American 
powdered  milk,  flour,  and  other  food  as  the 
raw  material — is  proposed. 

The  administration  calls  for  establishment 
of  food  reserves  in  underdeveloped  nations, 
with  the  recipient  countries  not  required 
to  pay  until  they  actually  draw  on  the  sup¬ 
plies,  to  forestall  famine  and  starvation. 

Plans  are  underway  to  make  much  more 
use  of  voluntary  charitable  agencies — CARE, 
Church  World  Service,  the  Catholic  Welfare 
organization — in  distributing  food  abroad. 
They  will  get  such  nonsurplus  foods  as  powd¬ 
ered  milk  and  vegetable  oil  to  improve  the 
mix  in  their  food  packages. 

These  additional  foods  will  be  bought,  and 
farmers  will  be  encouraged  by  higher  sup¬ 
port-price  rates  to  grow  them,  even  though 
it  may  require  additional  spending — on  the 
grounds  that  this  small  added  cost  can  be 
much  more  than  offset  by  savings  in  storage 
charges  that  will  come  from  stepped-up  ship¬ 
ments  of  wheat  and  other  grains  in  Govern¬ 
ment  bins. 

Two  of  these  proposals  especially — the 
food-for-wages  plan  in  economic  develop¬ 


ment  projects  and  the  increase  in  school 
lunch  programs— illustrate  the  philosophy 
which  is  guiding  McGovern  and  his  boss. 
President  Kennedy. 

"These  are  relatively  small,  in  comparison 
with  the  value  of  other  parts  of  the  program, 
but  they  have  tremendously  worthwhile 
aspects,”  McGovern  said.  “You  get  a  very 
broad  impact  with  them.” 

In  the  past,  school  lunch  programs  have 
been  set  up  in  only  three  countries — Italy, 
Japan  and  Tunisia — and  the  practice  has 
been  to  start  them  only  on  a  phaseout  basis 
under  which  the  recipient  nation  had  to 
agree  to  take  them  over  in  a  relatively  short 
time. 

“But  in  areas  of  acute  malnutrition,” 
McGovern  said,  “we  should  consider  setting 
up  school  lunch  programs  even  though  it 
will  be  a  considerable  period  of  time  before 
the  local  government  can  take  them  over.” 

McGovern  sees  the  school  lunch  problem 
as  part  of  an  overall  educational  problem 
in  many  poor  nations.  “In  Latin  America, 
many  children  only  go  to  school  for  3  years; 
many  children  do  not  go  to  school  at  all. 

“We  can  get  to  the  root  of  this  problem  by 
using  our  food  to  help  build  schools — to  pay 
workers  directly,  or  by  selling  it  to  the 
Government  for  local  currency  and  then  ear¬ 
marking  the  proceeds  for  school  building — 
and  also  by  using  food  to  supplement  teach¬ 
ers’  wages,”  McGovern  said. 

Thus,  he  said,  “Our  food  in  this  program 
can  reach  into  every  facet  of  education”  in 
many  underdeveloped  countries. 

McGovern  said  negotiations  are  under  way 
for  projects  in  Dahomey,  Eritrea  and  Morocco 
in  Africa;  Iran  in  the  Middle  East;  Greece 
and  Indonesia.  Another  such  program  is 
under  consideration  for  Formosa. 

The  immediate  problem  for  McGovern  and 
his  small  staff  is  to  get  congressional  approval 
for  an  extension  of  the  program,  which  runs 
out  December  31,  1961,  and  to  get  some  extra 
money — they  have  asked  for  $2  billion — to 
keep  the  program  running  until  that  time 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  also  that  an  article  entitled  “Farm 
Problem  Due  to  High  Efficiency,”  by  J.  A. 
Livingston,  be  printed  at  the  same  point 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Farm  Problem  Due  to  High  Efficiency 
(By  J.  A.  Livingston) 

During  the  great  depression  unemployed 
in  cities  went  hungry  while  farmers,  for 
warmth,  burned  corn  that  sold  for  less  than 
the  coal  they  didn’t  have  the  cash  to  buy. 

National  paradox;  Poverty  among  plenty. 

Today  in  the  United  States,  we  face  a  dif¬ 
ferent  paradox.  Too  much  amid  prosperity. 
Our  poverty,  our  lack,  is  imagination. 

We  don’t  know  how  to  use  our  agricultural 
riches.  Plenty  has  become  a  burden.  Farm 
effiicency  has  become  a  national  headache. 
Agricultural  achievement  has  turned  into 
economic  chaos. 

American  consumers  pay  a  double  price  for 
foodstuffs.  First,  we  pay  for  the  price  of  the 
raw  materials  (corn,  wheat,  cotton,  tobacco) 
that  go  into  beef,  pork,  bread,  clothing,  ciga¬ 
rettes.  Then  we  pay  the  taxes  to  support 
the  prices  paid  farmers  for  (1)  producing 
more  than  we  know  how  to  dispose  of  and 
(2)  for  not  producing. 

During  the  First  and  Second  World  Wars, 
the  farmer  was  a  hero.  His  productivity 
provided  plenty  of  food  at  home  with  sur¬ 
pluses  for  aid  to  our  allies. 

But  the  wartime  hero  is  the  kept  man  in 
peacetime.  He’s  subsidized  to  produce 
what  we  have  too  much  of.  So,  despairingly, 
we  put  the  surpluses  in  “the  bank” — the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Today  we  carry  over  2  billion  bushels 
of  corn,  the  equivalent  of  a  year’s  crop  of 
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30  years  ago  but  now  equal  to  only  half  a 
year’s  crop.  Yield  has  increased  from  23 
bushels  to  52  per  acre. 

The  wheat  carryover  amounts  to  iy2 
billion  bushels.  That’s  more  than  twice  the 
harvest  of  the  early  1930’s  and  somewhat 
more  than  the  1960  harvest.  Productivity 
has  risen  from  13  to  more  than  25  bushels 
an  acre. 

In  cotton,  the  carryover  is  6,750,000  bales, 
about  half  a  year’s  crop.  This  is  down  from 
the  record  high  of  14  million  bales  in  1956 
because  of  high  exports.  But  yield  per  acre 
has  risen  from  less  than  200  pounds  to  450 
pounds  in  30  years. 

“Our  farmers,”  said  President  Kennedy  in 
his  farm  message,  “deserve  praise,  not  con¬ 
demnation;  their  efficiency  should  be  a  cause 
for  gratification,  not  something  for  which 
they  are  penalized.” 

Yet  we’re  all  penalized  by  our  inability 
to  use  this  efficiency  wisely.  President  Ken¬ 
nedy  faces  what  his  postwar  predecessors, 
Eisenhower  and  Truman,  were  up  against — 
the  heritage  of  technological  improvement 
on  the  farm.  The  more  we  come  to  the 
aid  of  the  farmer,  the  more,  it  seems,  we 
must  compound  difficulties. 

The  average  farmer  is  not  a  rich  man.  But 
most  operators  today  are  reasonably  success¬ 
ful  businessmen.  Since  1934,  farm  produc¬ 
tion  has  increased  115  percent,  while  the 
farm  population  has  dropped  36  percent. 
About  $36,000  is  invested  in  the  average 
farm. 

And  the  prices  at  which  farmers  sell  many 
crops  are  "administered” — fixed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  and  Congress.  That 
is  why  farm  programs  fail.  It  has  been  too 
profitable  for  farmers  to  produce.  President 
Eisenhower  “banked”  the  soil,  and  the  farm¬ 
ers  “banked”  the  crops — through  intensive 
cultivation. 

Now  President  Kennedy  is  trying  some¬ 
thing  different — a  compliance  bank — in 
his  feed  grain  program.  The  Government 
will  still  support  prices.  Corn,  for  example, 
can  go  into  Government  loan  at  $1.20  per 
bushel  as  against  $1.06  formerly. 

Only  those  farmers  who  reduce  corn  acre¬ 
age  by  a  minimum  of  20  percent  will  be 
eligible  for  loans.  Noncomplying  com  farm¬ 
ers  will  have  to  take  their  chances  on  the 
open  market.  Complying  farmers  will  be 
reimbursed  in  kind — in  the  corn  equivalent 
of  their  acreage  withdrawn  from  cultivation. 

Consider  a  farmer  who  has  100  acres  in 
crops,  of  which  60  have  been  in  corn.  Under 
the  plan,  he’d  take  12  acres  out  of  corn. 

Now  suppose  he  has  been  getting  a  yield 
of  50  bushels  of  corn  per  acre.  For  compli¬ 
ance,  he’d  get  half  the  yield  on  the  with¬ 
drawn  acres — 300  bushels  in  all.  At  the 
$1.20  support  price,  that’s  worth  $360  in 
corn.  He  can  feed  this  com  to  cattle,  take 
the  money,  or,  if  corn  is  above  $1.20  a  bushel 
sell  it. 

But  once  he  agrees  to  the  program  he  ties 
up  his  entire  acreage.  He  can’t  take  the  12 
acres  used  for  corn  and  put  it  in  pasture 
or  hay  or  some  other  crop.  He’s  limited  to 
cultivating  88  acres. 

This  was  frankly  an  emergency  program — 
to  get  ahead  of  spring  planting.  But  its 
purpose  was  to  stop  the  out-of-one-crop- 
into-another  dodge — to  penalize  noncom- 
pliers  and  thus  limit  output. 

If  it  works,  it  will  influence  the  President’s 
general  farm  program.  In  theory,  the  sub¬ 
sidy  will  come  from  the  CCC  stocks,  not 
from  new  Federal  appropriations. 

In  practice,  all  depends  on  how  much 
additional  efficiency  farmers  build  into  the 
land.  They’ll  have  a  fixed  price  for  com  on 
most  acreage. 

The  more  they  produce  the  more  they’ll 
earn  and  the  more  we — you  and  I,  the  con¬ 
sumer-taxpayer — will  have  to  buy  at  the 
$1.20  support  price  and  put  in  storage. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
article  by  Mr.  Livingston,  a  noted  econ¬ 


omist  and  a  writer  on  business  and  eco¬ 
nomic  problems,  points  out  that  Ameri 
can  agriculture  has  become  extraordi¬ 
narily  efficient,  and  that  this  efficiency 
has  produced  an  abundance.  The  so 
called  problem  of  agriculture,  as  a  result 
of  abundance,  is  due  to  the  technology 
cal  and  the  managerial  efficiency  of  our 
farmers.  It  is  often  said  in  advertising 
that  no  other  product  can  make  that 
claim  or  no  other  person  can  make  that 
statement.  I  wish  to  say  that  while  Mr. 
Khrushchev  can  make  many  statements 
about  putting  a  man  and  dogs  in  orbit 
in  outer  space,  missiles  and  rockets,  he 
cannot  make  the  statement  that  his 
farms  are  so  efficient  that  they  produce  a 
problem  of  production. 

The  problem  in  the  Soviet  Union  is 
the  problem  of  inefficiency.  It  was  to 
that  particular  thought  that  I  was  di¬ 
recting  my  comments  earlier  today,  to 
the  miracle  of  American  agriculture, 
hope  the  officers  of  the  U.S.  Information 
Agency  will  take  a  look  at  what  we  had 
to  say  about  agriculture,  and  perhaps 
some  time  between  now  and  the  not  too 
distant  future  someone  will  tell  the 
world  that  we  have  done  fairly  well  in 
America. 

I  believe  we  need  a  good  headline  some 
place  throughout  the  globe,  and  it  seems 
to  me  that  one  of  the  headlines  that  we 
might  offer  to  the  world  is  our  willing¬ 
ness  to  share  with  humanity,  a  very  suf¬ 
fering  humanity,  the  abundance  of  our 
factories,  the  abundance  of  our  farms, 
the  fruits  of  our  soil,  and  the  product  of 
the  skill  of  our  labor.  That  is  the  kind 
of  story  it  would  do  well  for  us  to  tell. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be 
no  amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  1027)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
103(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  deleting  “any  calendar  year 
during  the  period  beginning  January  1,  1960, 
and  ending  December  31,  1961,”  and  sub¬ 
stituting  "the  calendar  year  1960,”  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
“Agreements  shall  not  be  entered  into  under 
this  title  in  the  calendar  year  1961  which 
will  call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in  amounts 
in  excess  of  $3,500,000,000,  plus  any  amount 
by  which  agreements  entered  into  in  the 
preceding  calendar  year  have  called  or  will 
call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts 
less  than  authorized  for  such  preceding  year 
by  this  Act  as  in  effect  during  such  preceding 
years.” 


ADDRESS  BY  SENATOR  ANDERSON 
BEFORE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION 
OF  SURETY  BOND  PRODUCERS 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Madam  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  an  excellent 
address  delivered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son]  before  the  National  Association  of 


Surety  Bond  Producers,  at  San  Francisco, 
Calif.,  on  April  10,  1961. 

The  Senate  Antitrust  and  Monopoly/ 
Subcommittee  has  for  the  past  sever^._ 
years  been  conducting  a  general  studVof 
the  insurance  industry,  to  determine 
whether  the  mandate  of  the  McGffran- 
Ferguson  Act  of  1945,  for  reguliRion  of 
insurance  by  the  States,  has  be^n  carried 
out  in  the  most  effective  manner.  Until 
his  retirement,  Senator  O’M'ahoney  was 
in  charge  of  this  investigation  for  the 
subcommittee. 

Because  of  his  greak^nowledge  of  the 
insurance  industry  and  his  prominence 
in  this  field,  Senatoi/ANDERsoN  was  asked 
to  discuss  some  of/the  important  insur¬ 
ance  problems  with  which  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  has  beejA  dealing  during  the  past 
several  years/  For  over  35  years  Sena¬ 
tor  Anderson  has  operated  an  insurance 
agency  iiuAlbuquerque,  N.  Mex.;  and  he 
has  acquired  an  outstanding  reputation 
throughput  the  Nation.  The  tradition 
he  established  is  being  ably  carried  out 
by  his  son,  who  now  has  assumed  man- 
fment  of  this  agency. 

Because  of  his  long  interest  in  and 
iis  broad  knowledge  of  the  insurance  in¬ 
dustry,  Senator  Anderson’s  views  com¬ 
mand  great  attention  and  respect.  I  am 
greatly  impressed  with  the  fact  that  in 
the  speech  Senator  Anderson  has  prop¬ 
erly  assessed  the  relationship  between 
the  Federal  and  State  Governments  in 
the  regulation  of  insurance,  and  has  pre¬ 
sented  the  matter  in  its  proper  perspec¬ 
tive.  This  address  deserves  to  be  read 
not  only  by  the  Members  of  Congress,  but 
also  by  all  the  public  interested  in  the 
welfare  of  the  great  insurance  industry. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Address  by  Senator  Anderson  at  the  An¬ 
nual  Meeting  of  the  National  Associ¬ 
ation  of  Surety  Bond  Producers — St. 
Francis  Hotel,  San  Francisco,  Calif., 
April  10,  1961 

I  was  delighted  to  accept  the  invitation 
to  be  with  you  this  morning,  tendered 
through  my  friend  and  close  associate  of 
over  30  years,  Tom  McCaffrey. 

For  some  time  now,  considerable  atten- 
ion  has  been  focused  on  the  rate  of  eco- 
mic  growth  of  the  United  States.  While 
th\re  may  not  be  unanimity  over  just  where 
the\^ite  of  expansion  should  be  to  keep  us 
sounck  and  secure,  there  is  agreement  that 
our  gold  is  a  vigorous  American  economy. 

This  whole  question  is  of  vital  concern  to 
you  because  the  surety  bond  business  is 
closely  linl^i  with  the  general  pace  of  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  and  intimately  tied  to  the 
construction  industry.  The  multibillion- 
dollar  highway-fcuilding  program  launched 
in  1956,  for  exarrifce,  is  of  major  interest  to 
you — and  Congresses  casting  a  reappraising 
eye  on  the  financings  of  the  interstate  pro¬ 
gram  to  keep  it  moviW  on  a  fiscally  sound 
roadbed.  School  and  residential  construc¬ 
tion  are  also  prominently  involved  with 
surety. 

In  talking  about  the  bon^Lng  business,  I 
am  speaking  about  a  highly  socialized  seg¬ 
ment  of  the  large  and  prosperiSg  insurance 
field.  But  your  corner  of  the  industry  has 
been  growing  too:  Total  surety  boM  premi¬ 
ums  amounted  to  $111,870,000  in  1»50;  but 
by  1959,  premiums  had  reached  the  xieigh- 
borhood  of  $184,800,000.  This  audienck  has 
accounted  for  a  good  part  of  that  production. 

Suretyship  predates  most  of  you  by 
least  a  few  years.  Tablets  dating  from  th? 
year  2750  B.C.  indicating  a  record  of  con- 
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1.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1027,  to  amend 
Public  Law  480  so  as  to  provide  an  additional  authorization  of  $2  billion  during 
1961  under  title  I  for  sales  of  surplus  commodities  for  foreign  currencies. 

This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  6322 

Passed  earlier  .without  amendment  a  similar  bill,  H.  R.  4728,  which  was 
tabled  (pp.  6308-22).  Rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Hoeven  to  reduce  the  au¬ 
thorization  from  $2  billion  to  $1.1  billion  (pp.  6319-21).  Rejected  an  amend¬ 
ment  by  Rep.  Kyi  providing  that  "Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  law 
any  country  programs  under  development  resulting  from  country  requests,  shall 
henceforth  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House 

5f  Representatives  and -the  Ccmrnittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate 
before  being  concluded  "  (pp,  6321-2),  ’  * 


2.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  By  a  vote  of  233  to  193,  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  this 

bill  S,  1,/the  depressed  areas  bill.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  t\the  .Presi¬ 
dent.  See  Digest  67  for  items  of  interest,  pp.  6292-6308 

3.  DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMPACT.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  id- 

menyli.  J.  Res.  225,  to  grant  the  consent  of  Congress  to  the  Delaware  R  r 

.  Basan  Compact  and  to  enter  into  such  compact  on  behalf  of  the  U,  S.  (H. 

3Z0) .  p.  6329 

'PERSONNEL.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  hot 
actually  report)  with  amendment  H.  R.  3279,  to  increase  the  maximum  rates  of  per 
diem  allowance  for  employees  of  the  Government  travelling  on  official  business. 


OREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Dent  inserted  his  statement  before  the  Rules  Committee  in 
■support  of  H.  Res.  152,  creating  a  select  committee  to  conduct  an  investiga 
tion  and  study  of  the  cost  of  foreign  aid.  pp.  6327-8  / 


ns ion  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Shipley  urging  g 
of  articles  injurious  to  U.  S.  industries 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


16.  LANDS.  H.  R.  6678 


6.  EDUCATION.  Received  from  the  President  a  proposed  bill  to  "Extend  and  improve 
the  National  Defense  Education  Act;"  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee';  p,6329 


7.  RESEARCH.  /Received  from  GSA  a  letter  relative  to  contracts  negotiated  for 
experimental,  developmental,  or  research  work,  or  for  the  manufacture  or 
furnishing  of  property  for  same,  during  the  6-month  period  ending  December  31, 
1960.  p.  632*  , 

/ 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX  / 


8.  FOREIGN  AID;  APPROPRIATIONS.  Speeches  in  the  House  by  R£ps.  Hosmer  and  Wilson, 
Ind. ,  during  debate  on  the  bill  making  appropriation/for  the  Inter-American 
social  and  economic  cobperation  program,  pp.  A2837y9,  A2854-5 

Extension  of  remarks  >s*f  Rep.  Ellsworth  inserting  an  article  supporting  aid 
to  Latin  America,  pp,  A20A3-9  /  C 

9;  WATER  RESOURCES.  Extension  of .  remarks  of  Rep-/Albert  commending  Sen.  Kerr  as 
-a "powerful  champion  of  the  conservation  an/ development  of  our  Nation’s 
natural  resources,"  and  inserting  Sen.  Kent’s  speech,  "Water  Needs  of  the 
Nation  from  1980  to  2000."  pp.  A2843-5 


12.  EDUCATION  EXCHANG/  Rep.  Chamberlain  inserted  an  editorial  commending  the  in¬ 
ternational  education  exchange  program,  p.  A2G59 


13.  PEACE  CORPS.  /Rep.  Reuss  inserted  two  articles  commending  thcNestablishment  of 
a  Peace  Co/ps.  pp.  A2861,  A2867-8 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Ext 
on  the-7 importation 


restrictions 


^SEARCH.  H.  R.  6661,  by  Rep.  Albert,  to  assist  the  States  to  provide  addition¬ 
al  facilities  for  research  at  the  State  agricultural  experiment.  stationsXto 
Agriculture  Committee.  ' 


Rep 


Aspinall 


to  certain  ruins  in  the 


access 


Wupatki  National  Monument,  Ariz. ,  to  provide 


10.  FARM  LABOR.  Rep.  Rogers  inserted  an  Wticle  discussing  the  education  of  chil¬ 
dren  of  migratory  farm  workers  and  stated  that  it  shows  "the  progress  being 
made  in  Florida  to  solve  problems  /elating  to  migrant  farm  labor  which  were 
left  out  of  the  television  presentation  ’'Harvest  of  Shame.’"  pp.  A2847-8 
Rep.  Gubser  inserted  an  arti/le,  "Bracefcp  Program  Defended,"  defending  the 
practice  of  employing  Mexicaiytarm  workers  ov  domestic  farm  operators, 
p.  A2854  /  \ 


11.  BUDGETING;  APPROPRIATIONS/  Rep.  Goodell  inserted^  speech  by  Sen.  Keating 
favoring  item  veto  authority  for  the  President,  establishment  of  a  Joint 
Committee  on  the  Budget,  and  a  special  session  of  Congress  each  year  to  con¬ 
sider  appropriation  Measures,  pp.  A2853  \ 
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(For  conference  report  and  statement 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  April  26, 
1961.) 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
^e  conference  report. 

re  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 
(Mr.  MILLS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  ni  the  Record,  in  explanation  of 
the  conference  report.) 

Mr.  MIDLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  other 
body  accepCfcd  the  basic  framework  of 
the  bill  H.  Rk  4884  as  passed  by  the 
House.  It  willNae  recalled  that  the  basic 
purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  permit 
the  States  for  aNlemporary  period  to 
assist  children  who>are  in  need  because 
their  parent  is  unemployed.  As  I  ex¬ 
plained  to  the  House  when  this  bill  was 
considered,  the  Federal  Government  now 
participates  financially  with  the  States 
in  assisting  needy  childreiXwho  are  in 
need  because  of  the  death,  absence,  or 
incapacity  of  a  parent.  The  bill  would 
add,  for  a  temporary  period,  provision 
for  Federal  participation  in  a  \purth 
type  of  situation — namely,  where  Chil¬ 
dren  are  in  need  because  of  the  fact  Nat 
the  parent  is  unemployed.  The  bas 
provisions,  such  as  the  formula  whiclfs 
determines  the  amount  of  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation,  the  conditions  of  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation,  and  so  on,  of  present  law 
would  apply  to  these  proposed  changes 
relating  to  aid  to  dependent  children  of 
unemployed  parents. 

1.  EFFECTIVE  DATES 

The  House-passed  bill  would  have 
been  effective  for  the  period  beginning 
April  1,  1961,  and  ending  at  the  close  of 
June  30,  1962.  Due  to  the  passage  of 
time,  it  was  necessary  for  the  other  body 
to  change  the  beginning  date  from  April 
1  to  May  1,  1961,  and  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  concurred  in  this  amendment. 
This  means  that  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
relating  to  dependent  children  of  unem¬ 
ployed  parents  will  be  effective  for  a  14- 
month  period  instead  of  a  15-month 
period  as  passed  by  the  House. 

2.  RETRAINING  AND  VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION 
REQUIREMENT 

The  House  bill  required  that  a  State/ 
include  in  its  plan,  in  order  to  be  er 
titled  for  Federal  funds  for  this  tempro- 
rary  period,  a  provision  calling  foi/co- 
operative  arrangements  with  Stafee  vo¬ 
cational  education  agencies.  We  pro¬ 
vided  this  in  order  to  enable  unemployed 
parents  to  become  self-supporting  as 
soon  as  possible  in  those  case's  where  the 
type  of  work  which  they  hpa  engaged  in 
previously  is  no  longer  available  in  their 
community.  The  other/oody  deleted  this 
provision.  In  conference,  the  House 
conferees  prevailed  smd  it  was  restored. 

3.  OPTIONAL  EXCLU SIOJC  BT  A  STATE  OP  CHILDREN 

IN  FAMILIES  RECEIVING  UNEMPLOYMENT  COM¬ 
PENSATION 

The  other  hddy  added  a  provision  giv¬ 
ing  an  option  to  the  States  to  exclude 
aid  to  a  child  or  relative  in  any  month 
where  th?  unemployed  parent  of  such  a 
child  w/s  receiving  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation.  The  House  conferees  agreed 
to  this  amendment.  It  is  to  be  noted 
that  this  is  not  a  mandatory  require- 
lt,  but  simply  is  optional  with  the 
States. 


4.  FEDERAL  PAYMENTS  FOR  FOSTER  CARE  OF 
DEPENDENT  CHILDREN 

The  other  body  added  an  amend¬ 
ment  providing  for  temporary — through 
June  30,  1962 — payments  on  behalf  of 
children  in  foster  family  homes  provid¬ 
ing  foster  care  for  children.  It  was  felt 
that  in  some  cases  dependent  children 
receiving  assistance  now  are  sometimes 
in  home  environments  that  are  contrary 
to  the  best  interest  of  the  children.  The 
amendment  requires  that  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  must  find  that 
the  particular  child  or  children  are  not 
receiving  proper  care  and  protection  in 
their  own  homes.  Responsibility  is  giv¬ 
en  to  the  appropriate  State  agency  to 
place  these  children  in  foster  family 
homes.  Assistance  is  provided  in  such 
cases  only  where  the  child  was  eligible 
for  aid  to  dependent  children  originally 
in  his  own  home  and  received  aid  in  the 
month  in  which  the  court  proceedings 
resulting  in  his  removal  were  initiated. 
The  provision  is  applicable  only  to 
children  who  are  removed  from  their 
homes  on  or  after  May  1,  1961.  Thf 
House  conferees  accepted  this  amend¬ 
ment.  It  is  estimated  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  cost  between  $3  and  $4  million, 
although  this  amendment  is  only/effec- 
jve  through  June  30,  1962,  it  applies  to 
needy  dependent  children  whether  the 
parant  is  dead,  absent,  incapacitated  or 
unemployed. 
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<TING  GRANTS  FOR  PUBLIC  WELFARE 
PERSONNE 


In  195dv  the  Congress  authorized 
through  June  30,  1962,  special  grants  for 
the  training  of  pul^ic  welfare  personnel. 
The  Federal  sm^/  under  existing  law  is 
80  percent  of  tti\cost  of  such  training. 
The  other  bojiy  added  an  amendment 
extending  far  1  yemr  through  June  30, 
1963,  the  period  during  which  appropri¬ 
ations  may  be  made  fortyns  purpose,  and 
increasing  the  authorized  Federal  share 
of  State  expenditures  from  80  to  100 
percent.  The  House  confer^s  accepted 
thi/ amendment. 

6.  CHILDREN  IN  UNSUITABLE 

On  January  17,  1961,  the  Depjhffment 
of  Health,  Education,  and  WelfarS.  ad¬ 
vised  State  agencies  administering  >\id 
to  Dependent  Children  that  after  JuKe 
30,  1961,  Federal  grants  would  not 
available  to  a  State  which  terminates' 
assistance  to  children  in  a  home  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  unsuitable  unless  the  State 
makes  other  provision  for  the  children 
affected.  The  other  body  added  an 
amendment  which  in  effect  provided  that 
Federal  payments  were  not  to  be  with¬ 
held  because  of  conditions  in  the  home 
in  which  a  child  resides  before  the  61st 
day  following  the  day  on  which  the  next 
regular  session  of  a  State’s  legislature 
ends.  The  conferees  agreed  to  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  not  withholding  payments  from 
a  State  contained  in  this  amendment  of 
the  other  body.  However,  it  was  rewrit¬ 
ten  to  provide  that  there  is  to  be  no 
withholding  of  any  payment  to  which  a 
State  is  otherwise  entitled  under  the  aid 
to  dependent  children  provisions  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  for  any  period  prior 
to  September  1,  1962,  by  reason  of  any 
action  taken  pursuant  to  a  State  statute 
which  requires  that  aid  be  denied  under 


the  State  plan  with  respect  to  a  chjld 
because  of  conditions  in  the  home'  in 
which  the  child  resides.  Under/this 
agreement,  there  is  provided  a  period  of 
time — up  to  September  1, 1962— /a  which 
further  study  can  be  given  to  /his  prob¬ 
lem  and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  can  cooperate  with 
the  States  in  working  out  a  solution  to 
it. 

7.  CHANGE  IN  THE  NAME/OF  TITLE  IV  OF  THE 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

The  other  body  changed  the  name  of 
title  IV  from  “Aid  to  Dependent  Chil¬ 
dren”  to  ‘‘Aid  tyFamilies  With  Depend¬ 
ent  Children"/  The  Senate  receded  from 
this  amendment. 

8.  INCREASE/^  IN  FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN 

MEDICAI y  CARE  FOR  OLD-AGE  ASSISTANCE 

RECIPIENTS 

It  will  be  recalled  that  last  year  the 
Congress  authorized  Federal  participa¬ 
te/^  up  to  $12  in  medical  care  expendi¬ 
tures  in  behalf  of  recipients  of  old-age 
Assistance  over  and  above  the  general 
formula  for  participation  in  old-age 
assistance  payments.  The  other  body 
increased  the  maximum  from  $12  to  $15 
with  respect  to  which  there  is  to  be 
Federal  participation  in  medical  care 
expenditures  in  behalf  of  old-age  assist¬ 
ance  recipients.  The  House  concurred  in 
this  amendment. 

9.  CEILING  ON  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE  GRANTS  TO 

PUERTO  RICO 

The  present  overall  ceiling  on  public 
assistance  grants  to  Puerto  Rico  is  $9 
million.  The  House  bill  temporarily  in¬ 
creased  this  ceiling,  for  the  period  of  the 
effectiveness  of  this  bill,  by  $75,000  for 
fiscal  year  1961  and  by  $300,000  for  fiscal 
year  1962.  This  was  done  because  Puerto 
Rico  is  now  fully  utilizing  its  ceiling 
amount,  unlike  the  case  of  other  juris¬ 
dictions  with  ceilings  on  their  grants. 
In  order  to  permit  Puerto  Rico  to  take 
advantage  of  the  increased  amount  made 
available  for  medical  care  for  old-age 
assistance  recipients,  the  other  body  in¬ 
creased  the  ceiling  by  $75,000  for  fiscal 
year  1961  and  by  $425,000  for  fiscal  year 
1962.  For  fiscal  years  ending  after  June 
30,  1962,  the  ceiling  would  be  $9,125,000. 
Comparable  changes  were  made  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Virgin  Islands  and  Guam, 
in  relation  to  the  medical-care  amend¬ 
ment.  The  House  conferees  accepted 
ris  amendment. 

1  <\l REIMBURSEMENT  OF  A  STATE  FOR  SALARIES 
ASp  OTHER  EXPENSES  OF  EMPLOYEES  TEM¬ 
PORARILY  ASSIGNED  OR  DETAILED  TO  ADM  IN - 

ISTEkS,  THE  FEDERAL  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

PROGRAM 

The  other  body  added  an  amendment 
which  would  permit  reimbursement  to  a 
State  out  oXthe  Employment  Security 
Administration^ account  for  salaries  and 
other  expenses\f  State  employees  who 
are  temporarily  assigned  or  detailed  to 
duty  with  the  Department  of  Labor  to 
help  in  the  performance  of  its  functions 
under  specified  provisions  of  law.  The 
House  conferees  accepted  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

11.  NUMBER  OF  PERSONS  AFFE^ED  AND  COST 
UNDER  THE  CONFERENCE  REPORT 

It  will  be  recalled  that  it  >yas  esti¬ 
mated  that  if  all  States  fully  utilized  the 
provisions  of  the  House  bill,  the  «ost  to 
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Federal  Government  would  be  $305 
^on,  with  1,126,000  persons  affected 
tig  over  750,000  children.  How¬ 
ever,  pointed  out  in  our  report  on  this 
bill  ancKas  I  stated  on  the  floor,  it  was 
not  expected  that  there  would  be  maxi¬ 
mum  utilization  of  the  provisions  of  this 
bill,  and,  thNefore,  the  cost  would  be  less 
than  this  amount.  The  cost  under  the 
conference  verson  of  this  bill  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  about  $215  million.  This 
is  on  the  basis  tnat  about  half  of  the 
States  will  participate  and  that  the 
States  which  do  wilkhave  about  two- 
thirds  of  the  needy  children  covered  by 
the  conference  version  ol  the  bill. 

Of  this  amount,  $200  million  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  the  cost  of  adding  unem¬ 
ployed  parents  as  an  eligiblk  category. 

The  cost  of  the  increase  is  estimated 
to  be  $10  million,  in  the  maximum,  for 
medical  care  for  old-age  assistance 
recipients,  and  $3  to  $4  million  is 
mated  to  be  the  cost  of  the  proviNtn 
relating  to  foster  family  homes.  _ 
other  provisions  of  the  bill  all  together 
are  estimated  to  cost  about  $1  million. 

(Mr.  MASON  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  in  explanation  of 
the  conference  report.) 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  House 
conferees  have  brought  to  the  House 
what  I  will  term  a  good  conference  re¬ 
port  on  a  bad  bill. 

The  conference  report  is  good  in  that 
it  provides  some  needed  improvements 
with  regard  to  the  existing  aid  to  de¬ 
pendent  children,  title  IV  of  the  Social 
Security  Act. 

The  bill  is  bad  because  what  is  pur¬ 
portedly  a  temporary  program  will  in¬ 
evitably  become  a  permanent  program 
costing  several  hundred  million  dollars 
annually  to  make  Federal  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  something  now  cared  for  by 
State  and  local  governments  so  that  the 
effect  of  the  bill  will  largely  be  to  in¬ 
crease  Federal  funds  and  to  reduce  State 
and  local  funds  used  for  child  assistance. 

The  Senate  amendments  that  are  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  conferees  include: 
First,  a  change  in  the  House  effective 
date  from  April  1,  1961,  to  May  1,  1961; 
second,  a  provision  permitting  a  State 
to  deny  aid  under  the  bill  if  a  parent 
receives  unemployment  compensation; 
third,  the  authorization  of  availability 
of  Federal  funds  with  respect  to  childre; 
placed  in  foster-family  homes  pursuant 
to  a  judicial  determination;  fourth;  a 
change  in  the  80  percent  limitation  to 
100  percent  for  Federal  funds  on  costs 
incurred  in  training  of  public/welfare 
personnel;  fifth,  an  increasein  Federal 
matching  for  medical  care  expenditures 
for  old-age  assistance  recipients;  sixth, 
an  adjustment  and  broadening  of  the 
House  provisions  pertaihing  to  ceilings 
on  grants  made  to  certain  possessions  of 
the  United  States;  and  seventh,  a  provi¬ 
sion  allowing  th/  reimbursement  of 
States  for  costs  nefcurred  with  respect  to 
State  employees  on  temporary  assign¬ 
ment  with  th|?  Department  of  Labor  of| 
the  Federal  (Government. 

Another/Senate  amendment  that  was 
accepted/by  the  House  but  with  signifi-j 
cant  amendment  pertained  to  the  denial! 
of  Federal  aid  to  any  State  having  a  planj 


requiring  for  withholding  payments  with 
respect  to  a  child  because  of  conditions 
in  the  home.  The  House  receded  with 
an  amendment  providing  that  no  denial 
of  Federal  aid  to  a  State  occur  for  this 
cause  for  any  period  prior  to  September 
1,  1962.  This  House  amendment  will 
have  the  effect  of  allowing  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to 
make  a  study  of  the  problem  involved. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  opposed  to  the  bill 
but  I  commend  my  House  colleagues  who 
served  with  me  as  conferees  for  the  work 
they  did  in  conference. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  41,  a  quorum  call,  I  am  recorded 
as  “absent.”  I  was  present  and  an¬ 
swered  to  my  name.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  permanent  Record  and 
Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SALE  OF 

AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  262  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resoltuion  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
I  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
4728)  to  amend  title  I  ,of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  'Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  and  all  points  of  order  against  said  bill 
are  hereby  waived.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall 
continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be 
read  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute 
rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter¬ 
vening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  House 
Resolution  262  provides  for  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  H.R.  4728,  a  bill  to  amend  title  I 
of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  * 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954.  The  resolu¬ 
tion  provides  for  an  open  rule,  waiving 
points  of  order,  with  2  hours  of  general 
debate. 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  4728  is  to  author¬ 
ize  the  President  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  during  the  1961  calendar  year  call¬ 
ing  for  the  sale  of  an  additional  $2  bil¬ 
lion  of  agricultural  commodities  under 
the  authority  of  title  I  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  commonly  called  Public  Law 
480. 

The  most  recent  extension  of  Public 
Law  480  was  Public  Law  86-341,  enacted 
September  21,  1959,  which  extended  the 
act  from  December  31,  1959,  to  Decem¬ 
ber  31, 1961,  and  authorized  the  President 
to  enter  into  agreements  during  each 
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of  the  calendar  years  1960  and  1961  at 
the  rate  of  $1.5  billion  per  year,  plus  any 
unused  authorization  from  the  previous 
year. 

In  May  1960,  however.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
India  which  committed  to  this  one  coun¬ 
try  $2.2  billion — more  than  two-thirds — 
of  the  total  authorization  for  title  I  for 
the  calendar  years  1960  and  1961.  This 
is  the  basic  reason  why  this  bill  is  neces¬ 
sary — to  restore  the  authorization  for 
these  2  calendar  years  back  to  the  point 
where  it  would  be  except  for  the  Indian 
agreement. 

Because  the  total  amount  of  the  Indian 
agreement  exceeded  the  available  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  calendar  year  1960, 
only  the  first-year  portion  of  the  agree¬ 
ment,  amounting  to  about  $530  million, 
was  implemented  at  that  time.  The 
other  3 -year  portion  of  the  agreement 
was  formalized  in  January  1961,  using  up 
almost  $1.6  billion  of  the  President’s  au¬ 
thority  to  enter  into  such  agreements  in 
this  current  calendar  year,  and  leaving  a 
balance — due  to  carryover  from  1960 — 
of  about  $250  million. 

Other  agreements  signed  this  calendar 
year  have  not  taken  up  virtually  all  of 
the  1961  authorization,  so  that  operations 
under  title  I  will  be  brought  to  a  halt 
unless  this  additional  authorization  is 
provided. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
House  Resolution  262. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  yield  myself  10  minutes. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  my  understanding  of  the  rule  is  the 
same  as  the  explanation  given  by  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Madden], 
It  calls  for  2  hours  general  debate,  all 
points  of  order  are  waived,  and  under  the 
5-minute  rule  all  amendments  will  be  in 
order. 

As  I  understand  the  bill  H.R.  4728, 
when  it  was  originally  established  back 
in  1954,  this  particular  program  was 
known  as  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act.  It  started 
in  1954.  and  its  purpose  at  that  particu¬ 
lar  time  was  to  dispose  of  our  farm  sur¬ 
pluses  in  an  orderly  and  constructive 
manner.  None  of  us  can  find  objection 
to  the  purposes  for  which  this  act  was 
started  in  1954  because  at  that  particular 
time  we  had  many  billions  of  dollars  in 
farm  surpluses,  and  it  was  our  desire  and 
hope  that  we  could  dispose  of  a  number 
of  these  surpluses,  and  at  the  same  time 
provide  food  for  many  of  the  needy  coun¬ 
tries  that  were  in  need  of  food  at  that 
particular  time. 

However,  after  this  program  has  been 
continued  for  these  many  years,  and  I 
believe  about  $11.4  billion  have  been  ex¬ 
pended  on  it,  we  still  find  that  we  have 
some  $9  billion  in  farm  surpluses  at  the 
present  time. 

The  testimony,  as  I  understood  it  be¬ 
fore  the  Rules  Committee,  was  that  this 
bill  instead  of  now  being  a  program  to 
dispose  of  our  farm  surpluses  in  an  or¬ 
derly  and  constructive  manner,  has  more 
or  less  turned  into  a  world  welfare  pro¬ 
gram  from  a  feeding  standpoint.  I  cite 
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the  testimony  that  about  74  percent  of 
the  particular  amount  that  was  appro¬ 
priated  2  years  ago,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  mentioned,  has  gone  to 
three  countries;  namely,  India,  Poland, 
and  Pakistan. 

It  is  very  true  that  the  last  admin¬ 
istration  entered  into  certain  agree¬ 
ments  after  we  extended  the  act  2 
years  ago  providing  $lMs  billion  for 
each  of  the  years  1960  and  1961.  Certain 
agreements  were  made  by  the  previous 
administration  last  May.  They  have 
been  added  to  in  January  of  this  year. 
The  fund  is  now  down  to  about  $250  mil¬ 
lion,  and  additional  funds  must  be  ob¬ 
tained,  according  to  the  proponents  of 
the  bill,  to  carry  on  through  the  balance 
of  this  particular  year.  This  program 
calls  for  an  additional  $2  billion  at  this 
particular  time. 

As  I  understand  the  facts,  there  are 
about  $2.2  billion  that  has  gone  to  India. 
I  mention  India  because  I  do  think  we 
should  give  this  some  consideration  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  we  find  the  Premier 
of  India  has  criticized  the  United  States 
so  far  as  Cuba  is  concerned,  while  at 
the  same  time  he  has  failed  to  criticize 
Russia  when  it  took  Hungary.  Yet  we 
have  about  $2.2  billion  in  these  commod¬ 
ities  that  have  gone  to  the  country  of 
India. 

Some  of  these  other  countries  included 
in  this  program  are  Greece,  Israel,  In¬ 
dia,  Uruguay,  Pakistan,  China — that  is 
Taiwan — Poland,  Peru,  Vietnam,  Fin¬ 
land,  United  Arab  Republic,  Iceland, 
Chile,  "Yugoslavia,  Spain,  Iran,  Korea, 
Ecuador,  Ceylon,  France,  Indonesia,  Bra¬ 
zil,  Turkey,  and  Bolivia. 

This  covers  quite  a  bit  of  territory. 

Very  few  dollars  of  this  program  ever 
get  back  into  the  United  States. 

As  I  understand  the  program  further, 
when  it  was  started  we  considered  vari¬ 
ous  parts  of  it  and  purposes,  such  as 
grants,  loans,  sale,  and  barter.  There 
is  testimony  from  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  that  he  has 
long  been  strongly  in  favor  of  the  bar¬ 
ter  program  so  that  we  in  turn  could 
barter  our  excess  commodities  and  get 
sugar,  tin,  or  other  commodities  that 
we  might  need. 

But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  apparently 
the  State  Department  has  taken  over 
this  program  rather  than  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  and  they  direct 
how  it  shall  operate.  The  barter  is  down 
now  around  $125  million  or  $135  million 
per  year,  which,  from  my  standpoint, 
is  the  most  important  part  of  this  par¬ 
ticular  bill.  The  bill  calls  for  $2  billion. 
There  will  be  an  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven], 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  which  calls 
for  $1.1  billion.  In  other  words,  the 
minority  object  to  the  $2  billion  and  feel 
that  the  $1.1  billion  constitutes  ample 
funds  with  which  to  carry  on  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  call  this  to  your  further  attention, 
that  the  program  does  expire  on  Decem¬ 
ber  31  of  this  year.  Consequently,  hear¬ 
ings  will  have  to  be  held  shortly  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  to  determine 
whether  or  not  the  program  will  be  ex¬ 
tended.  I  have  little  doubt  in  my  mind 


but  that  it  will  be  extended.  If  so,  I 
hope  that  the  committee  will  look  into 
it  from  the  standpoint  of  whether  or 
not  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  is  go¬ 
ing  to  continue  this  program  with  a  view 
of  disposing  of  these  products  in  an 
orderly  manner  or  whether  they  are 
going  to  continue  the  program  through, 
the  State  Department  and  operate  it  as 
a  worldwide  welfare  program. 

I  commend  the  proposed  amendment 
for  your  consideration.  I  shall  certainly 
support  it.  I  think  this  will  give  them 
ample  funds.  As  we  continue  to  study 
the  program  and  then  come  on  with  leg¬ 
islation  to  continue  it,  which  I  think  the 
committee  will  do,  if  more  funds  are 
needed,  requests  can  be  considered  at 
that  time. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  St.  Ger¬ 
main]. 

Mr.  ST.  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  with  profound  regret  that  I  join  with 
my  colleague,  from  Rhode  Island,  John 
Fogarty,  in  announcing  the  death  of  the 
beloved  president  of  Providence  College, 
and  my  fellow  alumnus,  the  Very  Rev¬ 
erend  Robert  J.  Slavin,  of  the  Order  of 
the  Preachers. 

A  saintly  and  scholarly  man,  Father 
Slavin  was  born  54  years  ago,  in  Dor¬ 
chester,  Mass.  His  early  desire  to  follow 
a  calling  to  the  priesthood  was  evidenced 
by  his  devout  service  as  an  altar  boy  in 
his  parish  church.  Even  as  a  young 
child,  all  his  actions  were  directed  to  the 
service  of  God,  and  his  fellow  men.  He 
was  loved  and  admired  by  all  who  knew 
him,  and  these  sentiments  have  been 
shared  by  all  those  with  whom  he  came 
into  contact  over  the  years. 

After  graduating  from  Boston  College 
High  School,  he  entered  Providence  Col¬ 
lege,  where  he  began  his  long  years  of 
study  for  the  Dominican  priesthood.  He 
subsequently  studied  at  St.  Rose  Priory, 
Springfield,  Ky.,  St.  Thomas  Aquinas 
College,  River  Forest,  Ill.,  Immaculate 
Conception  College,  Washington,  D.C., 
and  was  ordained  to  the  priesthood  in 
1934.  He  received  a  master  of  arts  de¬ 
gree  from  the  Catholic  University  of 
America  that  same  year,  and  in  1935  he 
was  awarded  his  licentiate  in  sacred 
theology.  In  1936  he  was  granted  the 
degree  of  doctor  of  philosophy  by  the 
Catholic  University. 

He  served  as  professor  of  philosophy  at 
the  DePaul  University,  Chicago,  Ill.,  and 
following  this  he  held  a  similar  position 
at  the  Catholic  University  of  America. 
He  became  president  of  Providence  Col¬ 
lege  in  May  1947  and  continued  in  that 
office  until  his  death  2  days  ago.  Father 
Slavin  was  the  recipient  of  honorary  de¬ 
grees  from  Brown  University,  Bryant 
College,  Rhode  Island  College,  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  College  of  Pharmacy  and  Allied 
Sciences,  the  University  of  Rhode  Island, 
and  St.  John’s  College,  Brooklyn,  N.Y. 
He  was  an  officer  and  member  of  numer¬ 
ous  educational  organizations,  holding 
membership  on  the  executive  committee 
of  the  American  Council  on  Education, 
and  the  advisory  committee  to  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General  of  the  United  States  on 
medical  education. 

Father  Slavin  is  mourned  not  only  by 
the  faculty,  students,  and  the  alumni  of 


Providence  College,  but  by  all  the  people 
of  Rhode  Island,  who  have  benefited  in 
no  small  measure  from  his  wisdom, 
scholarship,  and  goodness.  The  loss  to 
his  college  and  our  State  is  irreparable. 
The  great  void  left  by  his  death  touches 
the  life  of  evex-y  man,  woman,  and  child 
in  Rhode  Island.  His  contributions  to 
the  educational,  civic,  and  religious  life 
of  our  community  are  so  great  that  he 
will  be  long  remembered  as  one  of  the 
outstanding  public  benefactors  in  the 
history  of  Rhode  Island. 

To  his  grieving  father,  brother,  sisters, 
and  fellow  Dominican  priests,  we  offer 
our  most  sincere  sympathy.  In  contem¬ 
plating  the  life  and  labors  of  the  late 
Very  Reverend  Father  Slavin,  one  can¬ 
not  help  but  receive  inspiration  and 
courage.  May  Almighty  God  grant  him 
the  rich  eternal  reward  he  has  so  justly 
merited. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Avery], 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  may 
come  as  some  surprise  that  any  Member 
from  Kansas  would  take  the  floor  to  even 
make  any  adverse  comment  about  Public 
Law  480.  Kansas  has  benefited  probably 
more  under  this  law  than  any  other 
State.  Nevertheless,  there  is  a  related 
problem  to  Public  Law  480,  and  I  would 
feel  less  than  responsible  if  I  did  not 
point  out  the  several  aspects  of  this  to 
the  House  here  this  afternoon.  This 
problem  deals  with  the  balance  of  pay¬ 
ments. 

On  February  8,  in  the  President’s  mes¬ 
sage  to  the  Congress  on  the  balance-of- 
payments  problems,  the  President  said 
this  : 

Our  agricultural  industry  which  is  of  un¬ 
paralleled  efficiency  must  make  its  full  con¬ 
tribution  to  our  payments  balance. 

Now  from  that  statement,  taken  in 
context  or  out  of  context,  I  could  not 
figure  out  just  what  it  meant.  Conceiv¬ 
ably  it  could  have  meant  that  this  ad¬ 
ministration  was  no  longer  going  to  sup¬ 
port  Public  Law  480  because  it  had  de¬ 
termined  that  it  had  an  adverse  or  un¬ 
desirable  effect  on  our  balance-of-pay- 
ments  problems  that  were  so  dramatic¬ 
ally  emphasized  toward  the  end  of  calen¬ 
dar  year  1960  and  in  the  early  months  of 
1961.  Because  of  the  apprehension  that 
arose  in  my  mind  by  reason  of  that 
statement  as  it  presented  itself,  I  wrote 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  asked 
Mr.  Freeman  what  that  statement  meant 
and  further  what  the  position,  if  any,  was 
that  this  administration  was  going  to 
take  on  Public  Law  480.  Apparently  Mr. 
Freeman  was  not  sure  what  the  state¬ 
ment  meant,  either,  because  over  2  weeks 
elapsed  before  I  had  an  acknowledgment 
to  my  letter. 

His  reply  in  effect  says,  Yes,  this  ad¬ 
ministration  does  believe  in  the  principle 
of  Public  Law  480,  and  will  ask  for  its 
extension. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  was  before  the  Committee  on 
Rules  I  asked  several  questions  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  operation  of  Public  Law  480 
on  the  balance-of -payments  problem. 
Of  course,  to  me,  representing  an  agri¬ 
cultural  area,  the  easy  position  to  take 
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is  that  it  should  not  make  any  difference, 
that  we  should  proceed  to  dispose  of  all 
the  commodities  possible  regardless  of 
the  effect  on  the  Treasury.  I  asked  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  if  he  could  arrange  with  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  officials  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  administration  of  this 
program  to  get  some  figures  to  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  us  so  we  might  know  a  little  bit 
more  what  was  the  final  bookkeeping  re¬ 
sult  of  something  like  8  years  of  opera¬ 
tion  of  this  act.  Without  belaboring  you 
with  a  tremendous  number  of  figures  let 
me  say  this.  This  is  a  big  program.  Over 
$13  billion  worth  of  taxpayers’  money 
has  gone  into  this  program.  Commodi¬ 
ties  to  that  amount  have  been  distrib¬ 
uted  overseas  and  probably  very  little 
of  that  money  is  going  to  be  recaptured 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Treasury  or  for 
any  of  the  agencies  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment — at  least  proportionately  very 
little. 

Please  understand,  I  am  not  saying, 
none,  because  some  of  it,  of  course,  has 
been  recovered  or  will  be  utilized  in  lieu 
of  other  American  dollars. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  various  titles  in  this 
bill  I  think  are  interesting.  Title  I  has 
been  discussed  by  our  colleague  from 
California  [Mr.  Smith]  and  I  am  sure 
will  be  discussed  later  in  some  detail  by 
members  of  the  legislative  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  Title  I  is  the  biggest  title 
in  the  bill.  We  have  authorized  already 
the  spending  of  over  $9  billion  in  this 
particular  area.  Of  the  $9  billion  ap¬ 
proximately  $6  billion  has  already  been 
committed  or  contracted  for  and  has  ac¬ 
tually  moved  into  commerce  or  to  the 
point  of  receipt.  From  this  sale  there 
exists  at  this  time  about  $2  y4  billion  of 
unused  foreign  currency.  That  much  is 
unused.  And  how  much  have  we  used? 
We  have  used  about  that  same  amount, 
or  $1,715,900,000.  So  you  can  figure, 
roughly  speaking,  that  we  have  utilized 
about  $2  billion,  there  is  slightly  more  on 
deposit  available  for  future  use  of  the 
country. 

I  might  add  further  that  because  of 
an  amendment  that  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley],  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture,  insisted  be  added  to  Public  Law 
480,  I  think  in  1958,  there  is  about  $35 
million  available  on  a  loan  basis  to 
American  industry  for  foreign  invest¬ 
ment  that  would  not  otherwise  have  been 
available. 

Title  II  has  to  do  with  gifts.  That 
should  be  distinguished  from  a  subsec¬ 
tion  of  title  III.  Title  II  gifts  include 
govemment-to-government,  and  under 
this  particular  title  about  three  quarters 
of  a  billion  dollars  has  been  given  out¬ 
right  to  other  governments. 

Title  III  is  very  interesting  and  goes 
to  the  barter  provision  and  also  gifts  to 
benevolent  organizations.  I  think  the 
House  might  be  interested  to  know  that 
$1.5  billion  worth  of  commodities  have 
been  given  by  Commodity  Credit  to 
benevolent  organizations.  The  principal 
ones  are  as  follows:  The  Catholic  War 
Relief  Services,  the  Church  World  Serv- 
ice — that  is  the  Episcopalian  benevolent 
service  organization — the  Lutheran 
World  Relief  Society;  CARE,  which  is, 


I  understand,  an  associated  group  of 
benevolent  and  religious  organizations 
for  the  distribution  of  surplus  products 
to  foreign  nations.  There  is  also  a 
Jewish  organization  called  Hadassah  for 
the  distribution  of  food. 

Not  only  have  the  commodities  been 
given  but  the  U.S.  Government  has  also 
paid  the  cost  of  transportation  of  these 
commodities.  You  will  recall  there  was 
in  an  earlier  extension  of  the  act  an 
amendment  added  to  the  bill  that  the 
shipping  must  be  carried  in  what  we  call 
American  bottoms,  that  is,  these  com¬ 
modities  must  be  shipped  in  vessels  op¬ 
erated  by  American  lines.  I  might  add 
parenthetically  for  those  of  you  who 
represent  coastal  areas  that  there  is  a 
subsidy  in  this  bill  for  your  economic 
interest  group,  because  that  transporta¬ 
tion  cost  is  about  twice  what  it  could  be 
competitively  if  the  goods  were  shipped 
in  vessels  under  the  flag  of  other  na¬ 
tions.  So  this  is  not  all  a  subsidy  to  the 
American  farmer. 

The  other  part  of  title  III  I  mentioned 
previously,  that  is,  the  barter  provision. 
I  think  the  record  should  be  abundantly 
clear  that  the  House  would  insist  that 
this  particular  authority  or  title  be  given 
higher  priority  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  Again  quoting  from  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  he  said  that  the  Department 
did  not  want  to  barter,  they  did  not  want 
to  trade.  They  want  to  make  grants  or 
take  soft  currencies  under  title  I  we  can¬ 
not  use,  but  they  are  reluctant  to  enter 
into  this  barter  arrangement.  That 
certainly  I  cannot  understand.  I  am 
sure  the  House  would  agree  with  me  that 
more  effort  should  be  made  to  utilize  the 
authority  in  Public  480,  the  barter 
provision,  rather  than  through  the  soft 
currency  and  the  gift  authority.  Under 
the  barter  provision  there  is  no  adverse 
effect  on  our  balance  of  payments. 

This  bill  should  pass,  but  I  think  it  is 
important  that  we  look  at  it  in  perspec¬ 
tive  not  only  to  see  what  it  does  to  the 
Treasury  but  also  to  note  the  possible 
adverse  effect  it  has  on  our  balance  of 
payments,  and  to  further  admonish  the 
Department  to  increase  the  utilization  of 
title  III. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  4728)  to  amend  title  I 
of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  4728,  with  Mr. 
Bolling  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  20  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  presenting  this  bill 
to  the  House  I  want  to  say  I  take  great 
pride  that  I  have  participated  in  the 


preparation  and  passage  of  all  bills 
through  which  we  have  provided  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  disposition  of  our  great 
agricultural  abundance. 

Some  people  regard  our  agricultural 
abundance  as  some  sort  of  a  curse  or  a 
burden.  Actually,  I  consider  it  a  bless¬ 
ing  and  a  challenge.  This  abundance  is 
a  challenge  to  us.  It  is  a  clear  indica¬ 
tion  that  we  have  failed  in  the  past  very 
miserably  to  master  the  arts  of  dis¬ 
tribution. 

Through  all  the  years  our  mothers  and 
fathers  have  prayed  that  a  merciful  Lord 
would  make  our  fields  to  flourish  and  our 
people  to  prosper.  That  is  exactly  what 
has  happened  here  in  this  great  Repub¬ 
lic  of  ours.  Our  fields  have  flourished 
and  our  people  have  prospered.  We  have 
mastered  the  arts  and  techniques  of 
production. 

Our  farmers  have  performed  magnifi¬ 
cently  both  in  times  of  peace  and  in 
times  of  war.  Notwithstanding  the  fact 
they  have  made  our  fields  flourish  and 
our  peoples  prosper,  somehow  men  in 
just  about  all  walks  of  life  point  the 
finger  of  scorn  at  the  farmer  and  hold 
him  up  to  ridicule  throughout  the  length 
and  breadth  of  this  great  country  and 
even  throughout  the  world.  We  have 
tried  in  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
and  when  I  say  we  have  tried,  I  mean 
the  members  of  both  major  parties  have 
tried,  working  faithfully  and  diligently 
together  to  provide  some  techniques  of 
distribution.  We  have  granted  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  just  about  every 
power  and  authority  that  has  been  re¬ 
quested.  The  outgoing  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  had  more  money  and  more 
manpower  and  more  commissions  and 
more  committees  than  any  of  his  pred¬ 
ecessors,  and  in  an  effort  to  do  a  good 
job,  but  the  fact  remains  that  he  spent 
more  money  than  all  of  his  predecessors 
put  together.  Notwithstanding  that  fact, 
we  still  have  an  abundance  of  gigantic 
proportions,  an  abundance  which  we 
have  tried  to  share  with  the  less  for¬ 
tunate  peoples  of  the  world.  We  have 
given  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  the 
right  to  sell  these  commodities  for  dol¬ 
lars.  We  have  given  him  the  right  to 
sell  these  commodities  for  foreign  cur¬ 
rency.  We  have  given  him  a  right  to 
barter  these  commodities  for  strategic 
materials  needed  in  our  own  economy 
and,  yes,  we  have  given  him  the  right 
to  grant  and  to  give  away  the  vital  food 
and  fibers  we  now  have  in  storage 
wherever  a  need  can  be  shown  anywhere 
on  this  earth. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  we  have  been 
unable  to  dispose  of  the  great  abundance 
we  have  harvested.  Unfortunately,  our 
problem  of  abundance  has  been  aggra¬ 
vated  with  the  harvesting  of  every  crop. 
Now  we  find  ourselves  with  about  $3.5 
billion  invested  in  wheat  alone,  about 
$2.5  billion  invested  in  corn  and,  prob¬ 
ably,  $l1/2  billion  or  $2  billion  in  cotton, 
a  total  investment  in  surplus  commodi¬ 
ties  of  approximatey  $9  billion.  Com¬ 
modities  which  we  have  been  unable  to 
sell  or  to  barter  away  or  to  even  give 
away.  We  have  granted  the  Secretary 
the  right  to  make  these  commodities 
available  to  needy  people  here  at  home — 
to  the  people  in  our  orphanages,  in  our 
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schools,  and  in  our  charitable  and  elee¬ 
mosynary  institutions.  We  have  tried 
to  put  food  into  the  hungry  mouths  of 
Americans,  and  we  have  made  these 
commodities  available  to  people  around 
the  globe  and,  yet,  we  find  we  are  still 
faced  with  a  problem  of  abundance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  insert  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  a  list  of  the  names  of  the  countries, 
which  have  participated  in  this  very 
magnanimous  program  during  1960  and 
thus  far  in  1961.  I  do  not  think  we 
would  have  had  this  program  but  for  the 
fact  that  we  did  have  an  abundance  of 
food  and  fiber.  I  do  not  think  we  were 
prompted  entirely  by  motives  of  generos¬ 
ity.  This  program  started  out  to  be  a 
surplus  disposal  program — an  interna¬ 
tional  trade  program — a  program 
through  which  we  thought  we  would  be 
able  to  expand  our  foreign  markets! 

Use  of  Title  I,  Public  Law  480  Authoriza¬ 
tion,  Calendar  Years  1960  and  1961 

[Authorization  of  $1.5  billion  plus  carryover  from  pre¬ 
vious  year  available  each  of  these  2  years] 

Calendar  year  1960 

Millions 


Carryover . . $555 

New  authorization _  1.500 

Total  available_ 2, 055 


Total  available_ 2, 065 


Country 

Date  signed 

Estimated 
CCC  cost 
including 
ocean  trans¬ 
portation 

Greece _ 

Thousands 

Jan.  7, 1960 

$6,511 

Israel . . . 

39, 424 
52,  367 

India  (supplement) _ 

Jan.  8, 1960 

Uruguay  (supplement)... 

Ian.  13. 1960 

5,989 

Pakistan  (supplement)... 
China  (Taiwan)  (supple- 

Jan.  28,1960 

38,650 

ment)__ . 

Feb.  11,1960 

9, 697 

Poland  (supplement) . 

- do . 

68,658 

Peru . .  .  . 

Feb.  12,1960 

17,543 

Vietnam  (supplement)... 

Feb.  13,1960 

2,059 

India  (supplement) _ 

Mar.  21, 1960 

12,  615 

Finland . . 

United  Arab  Republic 

Mar.  23, 1960 

5,311 

(Egypt)  (supplement) . 

Mar.  26,1960 

14,  781 

Iceland . . . 

Apr.  6, 1960 

2,404 

Pakistan  (supplement)... 

Apr.  11,1960 

16,  326 

Pakistan.. . . 

115,033 
529,  750 

India 1 . . . 

May  4, 1960 

Finland  (supplement) _ 

Mav  6, 1960 

100 

Pakistan  (supplement)... 

May  27,1960 

700 

Chile. . 

June  2, 1960 

4,207 

Yugoslavia . . . 

June  3, 1960 

26, 040 

Spain _ _ _ 

June  22,1960 

71,637 

Israel  (supplement) . 

June  30,1960 

7,558 

Vietnam  (supplement)... 

_ do _ 

1.248 

Poland . . 

July  21,1960 

183,  581 

Iran _ 

July  26,  1960 

12, 488 

India  (supplement) . 

United  Arab  Republic 

July  29,1960 

68,000 

(Egypt) - 

United  Arab  Republic 

Aug.  1, 1960 

88, 176 

(Syria) . . . . 

Aug.  9, 1960 

26,  377 

Chile  (amendment) _ 

Aug.  12,1960 

3.50 

China  (Taiwan)  . 

Aug.  30,1960 

20.  585 

Korea  (supplement)  ... 
United  Arab  Republic 

Sept.  16, 1960 

810 

(Syria)  (amendment) .  _ 

Sept.  17, 1960 

1,618 

Pakistan  (supplement)... 

Sept.  23, 1960 

15,966 

India  (supplement) _ 

_ do _  . 

17, 151 
16,  834 

Iran  (supplement) _ 

Sept.  26, 1960 

Ecuador _ 

Sept.  27, 1960 

1,000 

Ceylon _ _ 

Sept.  30,  1960 

7,200 

Uruguay  (supplement). ._ 

Oct.  14,1960 

3,294 

Iran  (supplement) . 

Oct.  20,1960 

1,217 

Vietnam _ 

Oct.  28,  1960 

11,223 

France _  . 

Nov.  4, 1960 

2,  532 

Indonesia _ 

Nov.  5,  1960 

22,  723 

Greece . . . . 

Nov.  7,1960 

15,  499 

Chile _ _ 

Nov.  8, 1960 

41, 100 

Korea.. _ _ 

Dec.  28,  1960 

51,900 

Brazil  (amendment) . 

Dec.  29,1960 

57,  210 

Millions 

Total  committed,  1960 _ $1,  715 


Calendar  year  1961 

Millions 


Carryover . $340 

New  authorization _ _ _  1,  joo 

Total  available  for  1961_ 1,840 


Total  available  for  1961_ 1, 840 


Country 

Date  signed 

Estimated 
CCC  cost 
including 
ocean  trans¬ 
portation 

India  (balance  of  4-year 

Thousands 
$1,  589, 250 

agreement).2 

Turkey. . . 

Jan.  11,1961 

23, 478 

Unitod  Arab  Republic 

Jan.  16,1961 

4,762 

(Egypt). 

China  (Taiwan)  (supple¬ 
ment). 

Iceland  (supplement) _ 

Feb.  9, 1961 

5,  790 

Feb.  27,1961 

75 

Indonesia  (supplement)  _. 

Mar.  2,1961 

7,014 

India  (supplement) _ _ 

Mar.  9,1961 

43,  500 

Pakistan  (supplement)... 

Mar.  11,1961 

9,  249 

Do _ 

4,  100 
3,  425 

Vietnam _ _ 

Mar.  25, 1961 

Turkey  (supplement) _ 

Mar.  29,1961 

19,  500 

Ecuador . . . 

Apr.  3, 1961 

2,400 

Iceland _  . 

Apr.  7, 1961 

2,  158 

Bolivia _ _ 

5, 000 

Millions 

Total  committed,  1961 _ $1,720 

Balance  Apr.  8,  1961 _ _  120 


Total  committed,  1961 _ $1,720 

Balance  Apr.  8,  1961 _ _  120 


1  1st  year  of  4-year  agreement. 

2  Financing  for  last  3  years  of  4-year  agreement  signod 
May  4, 1960. 

In  connection  with  the  observation 
made  by  the  gentleman  who  addressed 
the  House  a  moment  ago,  I  frankly 
confess  that  I  have  been  disappointed, 
because  the  authority  to  barter  these 
commodities  away  for  strategic  mate¬ 
rials  has  not  been  carried  out  to  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  law.  We 
did  barter  successfully  and  well  for  more 
than  a  billion  dollars’  worth  of  strategic 
materials  which  are  now  worth  perhaps 
a  hundred  million  dollars  more  than 
they  were  at  the  time  we  received  them ; 
and  on  these  materials  we  have  saved 
$105  million  a  year  storage  cost.  But 
all  of  a  sudden  barter  was  stopped  and 
our  committee  has  never  been  able  to 
find  out  just  why  barter  transactions 
were  abandoned. 

It  occurs  to  me  that  if  my  neighbor 
has  something  in  abundance  he  does 
not  need  and  I  have  something  in  abun¬ 
dance  that  I  do  not  need,  and  each  of 
us  wants  the  thing  the  other  has,  it  is 
only  a  natural  and  reasonable  thing 
for  us  to  barter  and  trade.  If  there 
is  anything  evil  and  unholy  or  un- 
American  or  unconstitutional  about  bar¬ 
ter  transactions  I  challenge  anyone  in 
or  out  of  the  Government  to  come  to 
our  committee  room  and  give  us  the 
benefit  of  the  information  he  has.  We 
have  asked  this  question  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  room  time  and  time  again:  First, 
why  has  barter  been  abandoned?  Sec¬ 
ond,  what  is  evil  and  unholy  about 
barter?  What  is  wrong  about  it? 
What  is  unwise  about  it? 

Perhaps  someone  may  suggest  that 
barter  transactions  interfere  with  nor¬ 
mal  trade  and  commerce.  I  have  said 
to  those  who  make  that  assertion:  Give 
me  the  facts  in  any  one  case  to  show 
where  barter  has  interfered  with  the 
commerce  of  the  world  or  with  our 
domestic  commerce.  No  one  has  yet 
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been  able  to  submit  documentary  evi¬ 
dence.  It  happens  to  be  only  the  opinion 
of  one  or  two  men  perhaps  that  has 
brought  about  the  abandonment  of  our 
barter  transactions.  Barter  has  been 
placed  at  the  bottom  of  the  list.  First 
is  the  sale  for  dollars,  then  sale  for 
foreign  currencies,  then  give-away  pro¬ 
visions,  then  if  you  can  neither  sell  for 
dollars,  foreign  currencies,  or  give  it 
away,  they  will  try  to  barter  it  away. 

Then  we  were  told  we  were  bartering 
for  things  we  did  not  need.  Our  reply 
was  that  if  we  were  bartering  for  things 
we  did  not  need  it  is  not  our  fault,  but 
the  fault  of  those  administering  the 
program,  because  you  will  find  in  the 
reports  of  the  committee  that  we  should 
not  barter  for  things  not  needed.  So  in 
a  revision  of  Public  Law  480  we  wrote 
into  the  act  as  guidelines  that  the 
President  must  make  up  and  provide 
lists  of  articles  for  which  we  would  bar¬ 
ter.  We  understand  that  list  has  been 
made.  We  also  have  been  notified  that 
our  various  agencies  are  anxious  to  use 
surplus  commodities  to  barter  for  stra¬ 
tegic  materials  needed  in  our  defense 
program.  Yet  the  whole  thing  seems 
to  be  stymied. 

When  you  come  to  this  bill  it  does  not 
amend  the  substantive  provisions  of 
Public  Law  480.  We  will  have  to  bring 
in  an  extension  bill  at  a  later  date  dur¬ 
ing  this  session  because  Public  Law  480 
expires  at  the  end  of  this  year.  This  bill 
only  authorizes  the  use  of  $2  billion 
more  of  these  commodities  to  be  used 
by  our  Government  in  sales  for  foreign 
currencies  to  the  people  of  other  coun¬ 
tries.  Actually,  I  suppose  that  we  have 
a  great  surplus  not  only  of  agricultural 
commodities  but  of  foreign  currencies. 
In  the  next  bill  we  will  try  to  provide 
some  convertibility  provision  so  that  we 
can  convert  the  currency  from  one  coun¬ 
try  into  the  currency  of  another  country. 

Coming  to  the  bill  now  before  us,  it 
is  an  authorization  to  use  $2  billion  more 
of  commodities.  No  one  can  say  it  is 
back-door  spending,  because  we  have  al¬ 
ready  spent  the  money.  We  have  al¬ 
ready  purchased  and  paid  for  the  com¬ 
modities.  Our  warehouses  are  bulging 
with  food  and  fiber,  and  we  know  the 
food  is  deteriorating.  It  is  going  out  of 
condition  and  being  used  for  purposes 
other  than  for  human  consumption. 

Are  we  going  to  refuse  to  grant  this 
authority  and  abandon  the  Public  Law 
480  program  for  the  remainder  of  the 
year  or  are  we  going  to  authorize  the 
use  of  this  $2  billion? 

Why  is  the  $2  billion  necessary?  If 
you  will  read  the  report  you  will  see 
that  in  May  of  1960  the  President  com¬ 
mitted  $2.2  billion  to  one  country,  to-wit, 
India,  more  than  two-thirds  of  the 
money  available  to  him  for  the  full  2 
years  1960  and  1961.  I  understand  now 
that  they  are  at  the  bottom  of  the  barrel 
and  have  only  slightly  more  than  $100 
million  left  to  finish  out  the  year.  I  do 
not  say  this  critically,  but  the  fact  re¬ 
mains  that  the  information  we  have  in- 
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dicates  that  of  the  commodities  made 
available  more  than  74  percent  went  to 
India,  to  Pakistan,  and  to  Poland.  The 
rest  went  to  a  long  list  of  little  countries 
in  small  amounts. 

I  am  not  complaining  about  the  In¬ 
dian  agreement,  but  the  fact  is  that  of 
the  amount  of  foreign  currency  to  be 
received  by  us  we  only  actually  set  aside 
about  15  percent  for  our  own  use;  42 14 
percent  of  the  remainder  is  to  be  a  loan 
to  be  repaid  to  us  in  rupees,  the  Indian 
currency,  over  a  period  of  40  years.  The 
other  4214  percent  is  a  grant  or  a  gift. 
I  hope  that  will  not  be  a  pattern  for  all 
of  the  transactions  hereafter  to  follow. 

But  it  is  a  solemn  commitment  made 
in  May  1960  which  our  Government  in 
good  faith  must  keep. 

The  question  comes  up  as  to  whether 
or  not  this  is  a  good  program.  I  say 
it  is  a  good  program.  I  said  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  before,  and  I  say  now,  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  has  been  remarkably  free  from 
criticism,  remarkably  free  from  graft 
and  fraud,  and  that  we  have  accom¬ 
plished  a  lot  with  it. 

I  do  want  to  conclude  by  saying  that  I 
think  the  farmer  has  been  bearing  an 
unfair  share  of  the  cost  of  our  foreign 
policy  program.  Why  should  all  of  this 
enormous  expenditure  be  charged  to  the 
farm  program,  and  yet  it  is  so  charged, 
in  the  public  mind? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  May  I  say,  as  one  of 
the  authors  of  this  program  originally,  I 
am  very  much  in  favor  of  it.  There  was 
a  question,  however,  that  I  did  want  to 
ask,  with  reference  to  he  hearings  on 
page  4,  in  which  you  asked  these  ques¬ 
tions,  Mr.  Chairman: 

First  I  would  like  you  to  tell  the  commit¬ 
tee,  if  you  can,  why  it  is  that  no  title  IV 
program  has  been  consummated. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  cer¬ 
tainly  friendly  toward  title  IV.  We  are  push¬ 
ing  title  IV.  And  we  expect  to  make  an  an¬ 
nouncement  within  the  very  near  future  of 
our  first  transaction  under  the  program. 

The  Chairman.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
Congress  authorized  programs  under  title 
IV  as  a  loan  program? 

Mr.  Duncan.  That  is  true. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  the  program  that 
contemplates  sales  for  dollars,  at  low  interest 
rates? 

The  question  I  wanted  to  put  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  is,  What  has  been 
done,  if  anything,  since  the  date  of  these 
hearings  with  reference  to  title  IV,  which 
I  consider  to  be  a  large  part  of  the  fu¬ 
ture  of  this  program,  if  it  is  to  be  suc¬ 
cessful? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Well,  I  think  it  is  very 
unfortunate  that  no  transactions  were 
closed  under  that  title.  Our  committee 
has  had  information  to  the  effect  that 
many  countries  were  willing  to  purchase 
these  commodities  for  dollar  credit  if  low 
interest  rates  could  be  provided  and  long¬ 
term  payment  programs  could  be  ar¬ 
ranged.  Unfortunately,  not  a  single 
transaction  has  been  closed  under  title 
IV  since  we  passed  it. 

Now,  we  provided  that  the  interest 
rate  should  not  exceed  the  cost  to  the 


Federal  Government,  and  we  recom¬ 
mended  that  it  be  about  2  percent,  and 
that  the  commodities  be  sold  with  a  re¬ 
payment  period  of  up  to  20  years.  In¬ 
stead  of  taking  what  we  provided  as  a 
maximum,  the  administrator  provided 
that  as  a  minimum,  and  the  interest 
rate,  I  think,  was  above  4  percent,  and 
no  country  was  able  to  pay  that  high  in¬ 
terest  rate;  consequently  no  transactions 
were  closed. 

Now,  you  asked  me  the  question  “What 
has  happened  since  these  hearings.”  I 
am  told  that  they  are  working  on  some 
transactions  now,  and  they  hope  to  con¬ 
summate  at  least  one  of  them  in  the 
very  near  future.  But,  I  can  say  to  my 
friend  that  it  will  be  the  purpose  of  our 
committee  to  keep  in  touch  with  the 
situation,  and  to  do  all  we  can  to  urge, 
and  to  bring  about  the  use  of  title  4. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  May  I  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  ehairman  one  additional 
question? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  refer  to  page  14 
of  the  hearings,  near  the  top. 

Mr.  Ioanes.  In  most  cases  we  have  come 
mighty  close  to  that.  With  regard  to  the 
Cooley  provision  you  talk  of,  without 
identifying  particular  countries — I  do  not 
think  we  ought  to  do  that  on  the  record — 
there  are  two  countries  that  refused  to  permit 
any  loans  to  American  business.  The  al¬ 
ternative  is  to  say,  “No"  to  them  completely 
and  not  move  the  commodity,  or  to  negotiate 
as  best  you  can  and  hope  that  next  year  you 
will  do  a  better  job  of  convincing  them. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  not  agree  that  in 
order  to  move  commodities  you  are  going  to 
have  to  make  up  your  mind  about  that? 

Mr.  Ioanes.  Yes,  sir. 

Then  there  follows  quite  a  statement 
by  you  as  chairman,  and  I  will  not  read 
it,  regarding  the  long-term  interest  rate. 
I  want  to  know  why  that  program  has 
not  been  pushed  harder. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Well,  the  basic  agree¬ 
ment  must  provide  for  the  setting  aside 
of  25  percent  of  the  foreign  currency 
generated  by  the  transaction.  I  offered 
that  amendment  which  was  adopted.  I 
was  prompted  to  do  so  by  many  business¬ 
men  who  thought  that  it  would  be  a 
good  idea,  and  it  turned  out  to  be  a  good 
idea.  I  think  the  program  has  been  very 
wisely  and  well  administered.  But  the 
recipient  country  must  agree,  in  the 
basic  agreement,  to  a  set  aside  of  that 
25  percent  which  was  referred  to  by  the 
gentleman  as  the  Cooley  funds,  and  I 
think  we  should  insist  on  its  being  in 
every  basic  agreement. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  say  that  I  support  the  chairman 
in  that.  I  think  this  long-term  develop¬ 
ment  that  we  have  talked  about  basically 
in  some  of  these  countries  ought  to  be 
carried  out  by  loans  from  receipts  under 
these  programs  which  are  there,  and 
which  stay  in  those  countries.  That 
seems  to  me  one  way  in  which  we  can 
use  these  counterpart  funds  that  come 
as  a  result  of  these  agreements,  rather 
than  coming  back  to  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States,  and  asking  for  sup¬ 
port,  as  we  did  yesterday  for  some  $500 
million  for  South  and  Central  America. 
I  do  not  say  that  program  is  wrong,  but 
I  think  we  can  do  more  with  this 
program. 
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In  addition,  I  think  the  gentleman’s 
committee  developed  in  these  hearings 
that  there  are  large  amounts  of  counter¬ 
part  funds  in  many  of  these  countries 
which  are  not  being  used  and  which 
ought  to  be  loaned  at  low  interest  to 
businesses  that  can  help  develop  some 
of  these  underdeveloped  countries  where 
these  products  are  sold. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  will 
recall  that  back  in  the  early  days  of  the 
Marshall  plan  there  was  objection  to 
our  using  anything  that  we  had  re¬ 
ceived  of  value  even  to  pay  our  own 
expenses.  Under  this  program  we  have 
used  $1,609  million  to  pay  American  ex¬ 
penses  abroad.  In  other  words,  we  have 
saved  that  much  in  dollars;  we  have 
paid  that  much  with  surplus  commod¬ 
ities.  If  we  could  use  the  25  percent  set- 
aside  for  American  businessmen  to  bor¬ 
row  and  to  build  in  foreign  countries 
I  think  it  would  benefit  the  receipient 
country.  Another  thing  that  we  could 
do  to  improve  our  situation,  and  we  are 
trying  to  do  it,  is  to  promote  better 
markets  for  our  farm  commodities  in 
foreign  countries.  We  have  set-aside, 
I  think  it  is  5  percent,  to  be  used  by  the 
administration  in  market  promotional 
work. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Was  there  not  some 
evidence,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  was 
only  up  to  2  percent  in  some  of  these 
countries? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes;  we  authorized  5 
percent,  but  unfortunately  they  have  not 
used  the  money.  They  have  used  about 
half  of  what  we  authorized. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  It  seems  to  me  that 
some  of  these  suggestions  coming  out  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  are  very 
good  and  I  should  hope  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  committee  can  stimulate  who¬ 
ever  is  in  charge  of  this  program  to  use 
some  of  these  tools  which  you  have 
given  them  in  some  of  this  legislation, 
which  I  think  is  broadly  in  the  public 
interest. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  shall  certainly  con¬ 
tinue  our  efforts  in  that  direction. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  notice 
on  page  11  of  the  hearings  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  estab¬ 
lished  the  fact  that  42  percent  of  this 
$2  billion  Indian  transaction  is  an  out¬ 
right  gift. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  4214  percent  is  a 
gift,  4214  percent  a  loan,  and  15  percent 
is  reserved  for  U  S.  uses. 

Mr.  JONAS.  In  questioning  Depart¬ 
ment  witnesses,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  further  established  the  fact  or  in 
answer  to  his  question  it  was  indicated 
that  the  Department  was  not  prepared 
to  say  that  that  policy  would  continue. 
What  are  the  facts? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  was  disturbed  over 
the  fact  that  the  Indian  agreement 
might  be  considered  as  a  pattern  for 
future  transactions.  Certainly  we  do 
not  agree.  I  am  sure  we  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  that 
it  is  unfortunate  that  the  Indian  agree- 
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ment  calls  for  a  donation  of  42 1/2  per¬ 
cent  of  the  amount  involved. 

Mr.  JONAS.  My  question  is:  Did  we 
get  any  agreement  or  any  statement  out 
of  the  Department  witnesses  indicating 
that  that  pattern  will  not  be  followed 
under  this  bill,  or  are  we  to  assume  that 
$500  million  of  this  $2  billion  will  be 
given  away  instead  of  being  traded  for 
foreign  goods? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  All  I  can  say  is  that  I 
know  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Poage]  tried  to  make  his  position  per¬ 
fectly  clear.  I  think  he  did.  I  am  sure 
the  administrators,  the  people  in  the 
Department,  know  how  the  committee 
feels  about  it. 

Mr-.  JONAS.  All  I  could  get  from  the 
answers  to  the  questions  was  that  they 
would  study  the  matter,  but  they  made 
no  commitment  to  the  committee  and 
therefore  to  the  Congress. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  This  agreement  was 
made  in  May  1960,  and  these  are  new 
fellows  down  there  now.  I  can  only  hope 
they  will  not  have  to  follow  the  old 
pattern. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  thought  we  might  get 
a  commitment  out  of  them  that  if  the 
old  pattern  was  wrong  it  would  be  dis¬ 
carded  and  would  not  be  followed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  $2  billion. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  make  it  very  clear  at  the 
outset  of  this  debate  that  I  favor  and 
support  Public  Law  480,  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954.  I  had  the  privilege  of  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  writing  of  this  tremen¬ 
dously  useful  and  constructive  law  in  the 
83d  Congress.  Through  the  years  it  has 
been  invaluable  in  implementing  both 
our  foreign  and  our  agricultural  policies, 
and  its  benefits  have  become  widely  rec¬ 
ognized  by  farmers,  taxpayers,  and  the 
general  public. 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  does  just  one  thing — it 
increases  by  $2  billion  the  amount  of 
funds  which  can  be  spent  during  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  calendar  year  1961  to  finance 
foreign  currency  sales  under  title  I  of 
the  act.  This  $2  billion  would  be  over 
and  above  the  $1.5  billion  already  au¬ 
thorized  and  already  spent. 

You  will  note  that  the  minority  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
signed  a  minority  report  as  to  the  $2- 
billion  authorization,  contending  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  had  not 
justified  their  asking  for  $2  billion.  They 
did  justify  their  asking  for  $1.1  billions. 
Our  minority  had  in  mind  that  in  view 
of  the  large  expenditures  being  made 
under  Public  Law  480  and  the  large  ex¬ 
penditures  contemplated  the  Congress 
should  not  authorize  the  appropriation 
of  more  money  than  was  obligated. 

I  think  it  stands  to  reason  that  that 
should  be  done  not  only  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  program  but  to  relieve  it  of 
any  criticism  by  having  it  said  that  we 
are  issuing  blank  checks  for  agreements 
which  are  still  in  the  embryo  stage  and 
have  not  been  entered  into.  So  I  pro¬ 


pose  to  present  an  amendment  at  the 
proper  time  to  reduce  this  $2-billion  au¬ 
thorization  by  $900  million,  which  would 
authorize  then  the  expenditure  of  $1.1 
billions  in  addition  to  the  funds  which 
they  already  have  on  hand. 

It  is  our  contention  that  they  have 
ample  money  to  carry  on  this  program 
for  the  balance  of  the  calendar  year 
1961,  and  that  is  all  that  the  $2  billion 
authorization  applies  to. 

I  think  I  should  point  out  at  this  time 
that  it  is  necessary  to  extend  Public 
Law  480  before  this  session  of  Congress 
adjourns  in  that  the  act  will  expire  on 
December  31,  1961.  I  understand  that 
full  and  ample  hearings  will  be  held 
within  the  next  few  weeks  at  which  the 
extension  of  Public  Law  480  will  be  con¬ 
sidered,  and  at  that  time  whatever  new 
authorizations  are  ready  or  are  justified 
I  am  sure  will  be  approved. 

I  certainly  want  to  vote  for  all  the 
authorization  money  that  is  necessary 
to  carry  on  the  program,  but  I  am  quite 
skeptical  of  this  idea  of  authorizing  the 
appropriation  of  money  for  agreements 
which,  as  I  say,  are  still  ;n  the  embryo 
stage  and  have  not  come  into  being.  As 
far  as  the  amount  of  money  on  hand, 
which  has  been  referred  to,  the  balance 
on  April  8,  1961,  was  $120  million.  That 
is  in  addition  to  the  $1.1  billion  that  has 
previously  been  authorized  which  will 
amount  to  the  sum  of  $1,220  million  for 
the  balance  of  the  year  1961. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  What  $1,200  million  is 
the  gentleman  referring  to? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  am  referring  to  the 
$1.1  billion  that  has  been  already  au¬ 
thorized  and  committed,  as  I  understand 
it. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  do  not  understand. 
Let  us  see  if  we  cannot  understand  it. 
What  figure  of  $1,200  million  is  there? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  According  to  my  fig¬ 
ures,  the  balance  as  of  April  8,  1961,  is 
$120  million. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes,  that  is  right. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  And  the  new  authori¬ 
zation  for  the  calendar  year  1961  is  $1,500 
million. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Where  is  that  now? 
That  is  the  one-half  of  the  $3  billion 
authorization  which  was  made;  is  that 
what  you  were  referring  to? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Yes,  that  is  right. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes,  that  is  correct,  but  if 
I  understand  it,  that  money  has  long 
since  been  committed  and  at  least  most 
of  it  was  committed  prior  to  the  20th 
day  of  January  1961. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  All  I  know  about  it  is 
on  page  2  of  the  document  handed  to  me 
this  morning — it  says,  “carryover  $340 
million.” 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  carryover,  begin¬ 
ning  the  1st  of  January  1961;  that  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  POAGE.  But  on  the  20th  day  of 
January  1961,  that  is  not  correct. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  It  says  the  new  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  calendar  year  1961  is 
$1.5  billion. 
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Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  correct,  but  by 
the  20th  day  of  January,  that  was  not 
correct;  was  it? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  total  available  for 
1961  was  $1,840  million  and  they  com¬ 
mitted  in  1961  $1,720  million,  leaving  a 
balance  on  April  8,  1961,  of  $120  million. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  correct  so  there 
is  only  $120  million  left. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  imagine  under  that 
kind  of  analysis,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  is  correct. 

Mr.  POAGE.  So  it  is  not  fair  to  say 
that  $1,700  million  is  to  be  available  to 
carry  on  this  program.  There  is  only 
$120  million,  or  there  was,  3  weeks  ago. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  refer  to  the  new  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  year  1961,  and  it  is  all 
in  the  same  figure. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  correct,  but  4 
months  of  the  year  1961  have  gone  by. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  appreciate  that  fact, 
and  the  gentleman  may  be  correct  in  his 
analysis,  and  if  we  can  correct  the  rec¬ 
ord  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  want  to  make  sure 
that  we  are  not  saying  there  is  $1,700 
million  available  at  this  time,  because  it 
is  not  there. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BOW.  Looking  at  your  record  on 
page  9  of  your  hearings,  the  chairman 
said: 

How  much,  money  do  you  have  now  un¬ 
committed? 

The  answer  was,  “$150  million.” 

Since  the  time  of  the  hearings,  up  un¬ 
til  the  date  of  April  8  that  you  have  on 
this  other  statement  that  I  find  here, 
there  was  $20  million  committed.  So, 
according  to  your  figures  before  us  here, 
you  have  $120  million  uncommitted.  I 
think  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BOW.  At  least,  if  your  hearings 
are  correct,  then  you  are  correct  in  your 
statement. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  That  is  correct;  there 
is  no  argument  about  that. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  exactly  the  point 
I  was  raising.  The  gentleman  said  that 
$1,700  million  is  presently  available. 
There  is  only  $120  million,  and  that  is 
exactly  the  point  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  has  made,  and  that  is  exactly  the 
point  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  now  con¬ 
fesses.  But  there  is  not  $1,700  million 
available  at  this  time,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  first  said : 

There  is  only  $120  million. 

Mr.  BOW.  One  further  observation, 
I  confess  surprise  to  find  further  in  the 
same  statement  that  there  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $150  million  still  uncommitted- 
now  $120  million — and  reference  to  $2 
billion.  Listen  to  this  language:  “The 
small  balance  of  $2  billion.”  I  am  a 
little  startled  to  find  that  people  are 
coming  up  from  downtown  and  speak¬ 
ing  of  $2  billion  as  a  small  balance. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  notice  here  that  in 
the  debate  the  phrase  “moneys  avail- 
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able”  is  used  frequently.  Unfortunately, 
if  the  gentleman  will  permit,  there  is 
not  any  money  available.  The  bill  itself 
authorizes  the  Department  to  enter  into 
agreements  for  the  sale  of  commodities 
for  which  this  Government  is  to  receive 
foreign  currencies  which  are  not  con¬ 
vertible. 

The  point  I  would  like  to  make  to  the 
gentleman  here  is  that  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  had  practically  all 
its  funds  exhausted  a  few  months  ago, 
and  the  Congress  refused  to  restore  that 
capital  impairment.  The  Corporation 
can  get  its  funds  in  two  ways:  First, 
through  the  appropriation  process  where 
we  put  up  American  dollars  for  that 
which  they  sell  for  foreign  currency,  or 
they  can  sell  for  dollars  and  have  those 
funds  available. 

So  I  may  point  out  again  that  this  bill 
under  which  we  are  selling  commodities 
for  which  we  paid  American  dollars,  sell¬ 
ing  them  for  foreign  currencies  which 
are  not  convertible,  the  Appropriations 
Committee  will  be  called  on  to  appro¬ 
priate  dollar  for  dollar  every  dollar 
amount  which  is  before  us.  I  think  that 
any  effort  to  go  overboard  in  this  pro¬ 
gram  with  commodities  that  otherwise 
could  be  used  under  payment  in  kind  to 
help  bring  our  production  in  balance  is 
costly,  because  if  we  could  use  these 
commodities  to  bring  our  production  in 
balance  we  would  save  the  price  support 
cost  of  those  products  in  the  amount 
that  production  is  reduced. 

I  thank  the  gentleman,  arid  I  would 
like  to  point  out  again  that  there  is  no 
money  available  now  and  there  will  not 
be.  Actually  what  we  do  here  will  call 
for  providing  money  later. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  this  question:  Does  the  gentleman 
believe  we  should  authorize  appropria¬ 
tion  of  money  which  has  not  been  justi¬ 
fied  by  the  Department? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  What  we  do  here  is 
commit  ourselves  to  future  appropria¬ 
tions.  I  think  there  should  be  ample 
justification  before  the  committee  for 
these  expenditures  before  we  have  to 
bring  in  the  appropriation  bill  paying 
these  costs.  We  must  do  that  in  the 
next  several  weeks.  The  bigger  the 
amount  here,  the  bigger  our  appropria¬ 
tion  request  must  be. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  am  glad  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  made  his  position  clear.  That 
is  exactly  my  position,  and  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  minority  there  is  no  ample 
justification  for  more  than  the  $1.1  bil¬ 
lion  for  the  remainder  of  the  fiscal  year 
1961. 

Before  this  session  of  Congress  ad¬ 
journs  we  will  again  consider  the  au¬ 
thorizations  which  are  justified  at  that 
time  in  connection  with  the  extension 
of  Public  Law  480 — it  must  be  extended 
this  year.  I  do  not  think  we  should 
issue  a  blank  check  unless  it  is  justified. 

I  just  want  to  make  myself  clear  again 
that  I  do  not  think  they  have  justified 
their  askings.  I  am  willing  to  authorize 
money  to  carry  out  the  items  if  they  are 
justified.  Certainly  the  American  tax¬ 
payers  have  the  right  to  expect  that  the 
expenditure  of  some  $900  million  will 
not  be  authorized  by  the  Congress  with¬ 
out  a  program  being  submitted,  or  that 


the  $1  billion  will  be  authorized  based 
on  pure  speculation  without  actual 
agreements  or  without  even  potential 
agreements  reduced  to  negotiations. 
Certainly  it  is  not  expecting  too  much 
to  have  them  justify  their  asking. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONAS.  In  view  of  the  comments 
of  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  and 
those  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa,  I 
think  the  record  should  be  crystal  clear 
that  whatever  we  do  here  today  in  au¬ 
thorizing  commodities  to  be  given  away, 
exchanged,  or  traded  for  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies,  ultimately  this  Congress  will 
have  to  put  up  the  money  to  replenish 
the  CCC  in  a  subsequent  appropriation 
bill. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  am  not  opposed  to  the 
program — I  voted  for  it  and  for  its  ex¬ 
tensions  and  am  in  favor  of  extending  it 
today — but  I  think  we  ought  to  under¬ 
stand  what  we  are  doing.  We  are  not 
simply  trading  commodities  we  have  in 
storage  for  foreign  currencies.  We  are 
committing  this  Government  and  this 
Congress  for  a  future  appropriation  to 
pay  for  the  cost  of  those  commodities. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  I  was  interested  in  his  inquiry 
about  the  grant  to  India.  The  largest 
part  of  this  authorization  and  agreement 
last  year  was  to  India,  supplemented  in 
the  year  1961.  Forty-two  and  one-half 
percent  of  that  going  to  India  has  a  di¬ 
rect  grant. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  suspect  in  view  of 
the  rivalry  between  India  and  Pakistan 
that  Pakistan  will  have  to  be  afforded 
the  same  kind  of  treatment. 

Mr.  JONAS.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  is  the  reason  I  asked  my 
colleague  from  North  Carolina  the  ques¬ 
tion,  because  as  I  read  the  colloquy  be¬ 
tween  the  gentleman  from  Texas  and 
department  witnesses,  it  was  clearly  es¬ 
tablished  that  $500  million  of  this  $2 
billion  involved  will  be  an  outright  gift. 
You  received  no  commitment  from  the 
department  witnesses  that  there  will  be 
a  change  in  the  pattern.  All  you  re¬ 
ceived  were  assurances  that  the  subject 
was  being  studied;  is  that  true? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  That  is  correct. 

Getting  back  to  this  authorization,  let 
me  point  out  that  on  January  9,  1961, 
the  Eisenhower  administration  asked  for 
an  additional  $1.1  billion,  the  exact 
amount  contained  in  my  amendment. 
The  Department  asked  for  the  additional 
$1.1  billion,  some  $900  million  less  than 
that  provided  in  this  bill.  In  a  letter 
to  the  Congress  requesting  $1.1  billion, 
the  Department  justified  that  amount 
and  nothing  more. 

Let  me  point  out  the  thing  that  con¬ 
cerns  those  of  us  on  the  minority  side. 
The  original  purpose  of  Public  Law  480 
when  enacted  was  for  the  orderly  dis¬ 
posal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties.  We  had  a  great  surplus  then,  and 
we  have  it  now.  It  is  interesting  to  note 
that  in  spite  of  the  tremendous  job  we 
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have  done  in  disposing  of  agricultural 
commodities  to  date  under  Public  Law 
480,  in  excess  of  some  $9  billion,  we  still 
have  invested  in  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  about  $9  billion  or  more.  In 
spite  of  all  of  our  efforts,  we  have  a  con¬ 
tinuing  problem. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  are  departing 
from  the  original  purposes  of  Public 
Law  480,  to-wit,  the  orderly  disposal  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities.  I  can 
see  in  the  offing  a  great  program  for 
world  relief  and  welfare.  It  is  admitted 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  that 
this  is  their  purpose. 

In  the  testimony  of  Mr.  John  P.  Dun¬ 
can,  Jr.,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  on  March  15,  1961,  before  our  com¬ 
mittee,  he  said,  among  other  things: 

The  American  farmer  Is  efficient  and  pro¬ 
ductive.  And  this  capacity  offers  great  op¬ 
portunities  to  feed  needy  people  in  this 
country,  particularly  in  depressed  areas. 

There  is  also  great  opportunity  to  attack 
hunger  and  malnutrition  overseas. 

At  this  point,  I  want  to  make  clear  the 
administration’s  position  on  farm  abundance. 
We  do  not  view  it  as  a  problem  which  forces 
us  into  a  surplus  disposal  operation.  We  do 
not  view  it  as  a  national  catastrophe. 
Rather  we  believe  U.S.  farm  productivity  is 
a  national  blessing. 

This  all  seems  to  indicate  that  we  are 
departing  from  the  original  purpose  of 
Public  Law  480  and  that  we  are  now 
embarking  on  a  world  relief  program. 
Now,  if  that  is  the  policy  of  this  admin¬ 
istration,  then  let  them  charge  these  ex¬ 
penditures  to  the  proper  agencies  of  the 
Government  involved.  I,  for  one,  am 
getting  fed  up  with  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  being  charged  with  all  of 
these  expenditures  when  a  large  part  of 
it  should  be  charged  to  the  Department 
of  State  and  a  large  part  of  it  should 
be  charged  to  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  and  not  charged 
to  the  American  farmer  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

I  suggested  to  Department  witnesses 
before  our  committee  on  this  bill  that 
I  thought  it  was  high  time  to  start  to  do 
some  bookkeeping  and  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  should  only  be 
charged  for  those  items  which  truly 
should  be  charged  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  For  instance,  take  the 
school  lunch  program.  It  started  out 
during  a  period  of  surpluses  and  has 
now  become  a  permanent  part  of  our 
way  of  life,  which  apparently  cannot  be 
changed.  The  milk  program  is  also  a 
good  thing.  Still,  both  of  these  programs 
are  charged  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  whereas  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  milk  program  benefit  all 
the  children  of  the  United  States  and 
contribute  to  their  general  welfare.  The 
same  way  with  these  vast  expenditures 
for  foreign  aid  and  foreign  relief.  Why 
should  they  not  be  charged  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State  and  not  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Do  I 
understand,  then,  that  if,  for  example, 
food  was  furnished  to  these  distressed 
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areas,  that  would  be  charged  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Exactly. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Did  I  understand  the 
gentleman  to  say  that  $1.1  billion  had 
been  justified? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Has  been  justified,  yes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Since  when  did  justifi¬ 
cation  have  any  meaning  around  here? 
I  seem  to  recall  that  yesterday  we  passed 
a  bill  for  $600  million  that  had  no  justifi¬ 
cation  whatever. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  think  the  gentleman 
is  correct  in  that  assumption. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  just  wondered  whether 
justification  meant  anything. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  As  far  as  this  bill  is 
concerned,  there  is  no  justification  for 
the  $2  billion.  We  should  not  give  them 
any  more  money  than  they  can  actually 
use  at  this  time,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
we  will,  within  a  few  weeks,  take  another 
look  at  the  situation. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield 
further,  What  is  the  difference  in  princi- 
|  pie  between  these  proceedings  today  and 
the  one  yesterday? 

Mi-.  HOEVEN.  Well,  the  principle  may 
be  the  same,  but  involved  in  the  debate 
on  yesterday  was  the  serious  problem 
involving  foreign  affairs  and  the  security 
of  our  country. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  That  is 
to  say,  we  were  all  frightened  yesterday, 
and  it  had  to  be  done  right  then. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  gentleman  can 
draw  his  own  conclusions  and  make  up 
his  own  mind  on  that. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Everything  is  peace  and 
light  today;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Now,  I  would  like  to 
say  another  thing  which  concerns  me 
somewhat  relative  to  the  beneficiaries  of 
our  bounty.  Reference  was  made  to  Mr. 
Nehru  of  India.  He  has  seen  fit  to  criti¬ 
cize  the  U.S.  Government  for  its  action 
in  relation  to  Cuba.  I  have  taken  from 
the  same  issue  of  a  Washington  paper 
\  an  item  covering  the  criticism  by  Mr. 
'  Nehru  of  the  United  States  in  that 
regard,  and  turning  to  another  page  of 
that  same  paper  I  find  that  India  is 
to  ask  for  $638  million  foreign  aid 
from  the  United  States.  I  do  hope  that 
all  of  these  agreements  are  carefully 
analyzed,  and  that  we  be  generous  to 
our  friends  who  will  stand  with  us  when 
the  chips  are  down. 

I  simply  want  to  point  out  that  I  think 
all  we  should  authorize  at  this  time  is 
$1.1  billion,  as  provided  in  my  amend¬ 
ment.  The  $900  million  is  not  justified 
at  this  time  in  view  of  the  fact  that  with¬ 
in  a  few  weeks  we  will  review  this  entire 
picture,  and  we  then  can  authorize  what¬ 
ever  can  be  justified  at  that  time. 

Ml-.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

(Mr.  SPRINGER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 


Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  H.R.  4728  is  to  authorize  the 
President  to  enter  into  agreements  dur¬ 
ing  the  1961  calendar  year,  calling  for 
the  sale  of  an  additional  $2  billion  of 
agriculture  commodities  under  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954,  which  is  better  known 
as  Public  Law  480. 

My  colleagues  will  remember  that  this 
law  was  extended  in  September  1959,  to 
December  of  1961. 

There  has  been  no  more  far-reaching 
law  in  all  of  our  history  to  dispose  of 
agricultural  produce  than  this  act  under 
debate  today.  In  a  period  of  some  6  y2 
years,  we  have  sold  over  $9  billion  of 
agriculture  produce  outside  of  the  United 
States.  These  sales  have  extended  from 
Argentina  to  Iceland  and  from  Spain  to 
Indonesia.  The  greater  portion  of  the 
agriculture  products  disposed  of  have 
been  those  under  price  support,  and  more 
immediately  those  in  which  we  have  a 
vast  surplus.  The  contracts  for  sale  as 
of  March  11,  1961,  were  a  total  of  225. 
This  means  that  we  have  been  active  in 
the  international  field  in  disposing  of 
surplus  agriculture  produce  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  The  law  has  been  of  tremendous 
assistance  to  agriculture  generally.  I 
can  speak  with  some  authority  when  I 
say  that  this  law  has  almost  been  a  sal¬ 
vation  in  the  soybean  field.  For  many 
years  when  we  ran  a  great  surplus  of  soy¬ 
bean  oil  we  have  been  able  to  dispose  of 
it  in  countries  where  shortages  of  oil 
have  occurred.  In  1957  and  1958,  soy¬ 
bean  oil  took  the  place  of  olive  oil  in  the 
Mediterranean  countries  from  Spain  to 
Greece. 

Since  World  War  n,  the  originator  of 
soybean  processing — the  Japanese — 
have  been  cut  off  from  their  previous 
source  of  supply,  which  was  Manchuria. 
In  many  years  during  the  1950’s,  the 
United  States  has  sold  in  excess  of  40 
million  bushels  a  year  in  the  Japanese 
market. 

Recently,  additional  new  requests  have 
been  received  from  countries  abroad. 
We  are  now  in  the  process  of  winding  up 
negotiations  with  India  for  approximate¬ 
ly  $2  billion  in  sales  over  the  next  few 
years.  Pending  also  is  another  rather 
large  contract  with  Pakistan.  Both  of 
these  are  underdeveloped  areas  of  the 
world  where  approximately  200  million 
people  are  ill  fed  365  days  of  the  year. 

As  everyone  knows,  American  agricul¬ 
ture  has  been  producing  far  more  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  than  can  be  sold 
through  the  normal  channels  of  trade  for 
consumption  at  home  and  abroad.  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  has  been  the  major  instru¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  in  making  use 
of  this  abundance  in  countries  through¬ 
out  the  world.  It  is  the  keystone  of  our 
use  of  agricultural  surpluses  to  help 
friendly  nations  in  need  of  assistance. 

From  1954  through  December  of  1960, 
we  have  sold  abroad  the  following  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities:  1,437  billion  bush¬ 
els  of  wheat;  288  million  bushels  of  feed 
grains;  49  million  hundredweight  of  rice; 
over  5  million  bales  of  cotton;  more  than 
4  billion  pounds  of  fats  and  oils,  the 
major  portion  of  which  was  soybean  oil; 
and  113  million  pounds  of  meat.  The 
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size  of  these  sales  almost  staggers  imagi¬ 
nation. 

In  many  areas  of  the  world,  we  have 
been  granting  economic  aid  to  under¬ 
developed  countries  in  the  form  of  loans 
and  grants.  We  have  used  the  foreign 
currency  resulting  from  these  sales  in 
that  economic  development  instead  of 
American  dollars.  To  the  extent  that 
foreign  currency  has  take  the  place  of 
dollars,  the  outflow  of  gold  from  the 
United  States  has  been  stopped  and  dol¬ 
lar  appropriations  for  expenditure 
abroad  have  been  unnecessary. 

It  is  essential  not  only  to  agriculture, 
but  also  to  the  general  welfare  of  this 
country  that  this  program  be  continued. 

Undoubtedly  title  I  of  Public  Law  480 
has  been  the  major  use  for  sale  under 
the  program.  I  do  think  it  important  at 
this  time  that  no  opportunity  should  be 
lost  to  take  full  advantage  of  every  op¬ 
portunity  to  explore  other  ways  of  dis¬ 
posing  of  surplus  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  under  other  titles  of  the  bill.  My 
colleagues  will  recall  my  comments  of  a 
few  moments  ago  to  the  chairman  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture.  In 
those  comments,  I  tried  to  be  construc¬ 
tive.  It  is  my  belief  that  title  IV  of  this 
bill  could  be  used  to  a  greater  extent  than 
it  has  in  the  past.  Title  IV  is  a  loan  pro¬ 
gram  and  contemplates  covering  a  great 
many  years.  This  gives  constancy  to  the 
program  and  gives  countries  purchasing 
from  us  a  chance  to  make  long-term 
commitments,  based  upon  the  needs  for 
individual  years. 

I  was  happy  to  see  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  stated  on  page  5 
of  the  hearings  on  this  bill  as  follows : 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  certainly  friendly,  as 
I  said,  toward  the  title  IV  authority.  We 
have  already  begun  moving  in  this  direction. 
We  are  pushing  title  IV.  And  we  are  right 
now  on  the  verge  of  signing  an  agreement 
with  a  foreign  country  for  our  first  sales 
under  the  program. 

The  Cooley  amendment  has  a  great 
many  advantages.  Under  that  program, 
counterpart  funds  could  be  used  to  per¬ 
mit  loans  to  American  business  to  de¬ 
velop  backward  countries.  This  in  turn 
would  provide  much-needed  jobs  to  those 
areas  which  have  immense  populations 
and  great  underemployment.  This 
again  would  substitute  for  American  dol¬ 
lars  which  we  are  providing  in  many 
instances  to  develop  and  assist  under¬ 
developed  countries. 

I  note  again  on  page  16  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  that  the  committee  has  under  con¬ 
sideration  its  own  thinking  on  trying  to 
eliminate  barriers  to  trade  for  Ameri¬ 
can  products  in  countries  benefiting  by 
Public  Law  480.  If  we  do  business  with 
those  countries  under  Public  Law  480,  it 
is  entirely  reasonable  that  they  should 
not  throw  barriers  or  tariffs  against  agri¬ 
culture  produce  which  is  not  subject  to 
Public  Law  480. 

We  have  for  many  years  been  trying 
to  break  down  barriers  to  world  trade 
in  agricultural  produce.  The  United 
States  ought  to  be  able  to  sell  agricul¬ 
tural  produce  in  any  part  of  the  world 
without  local  quotas  or  local  tariffs 
against  our  produce.  It  is  my  hope  that 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  and 
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its  great  chairman,  will  continue  to  fol¬ 
low  this  matter,  using  all  of  the  legis¬ 
lation  we  have  in  Public  Law  480,  to 
force  countries  accepting  the  benefits  of 
Public  Law  480  to  grant  entry  to  our 
other  agricultural  products. 

A  fourth  matter  of  considerable  im¬ 
portance  is  the  attempts  that  should  be 
made  under  this  bill  to  promote  mar¬ 
kets  for  our  agricultural  produce  abroad. 
At  the  present  time,  2  percent  of  the 
counterpart  funds  are  subject  to  con¬ 
vertibility  for  this  purpose.  I  realize 
there  has  been  resistance  to  this  by  the 
countries  having  counterpart  funds  un¬ 
der  this  program.  The  chairman  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  on 
page  18  of  the  hearings,  states: 

Would  it  not  be  an  advantage  if  we  in¬ 
creased  that  2  percent  to,  say,  10  percent  con¬ 
vertibility  for  this  purpose? 

It  appears  to  me  that  2  percent  con¬ 
vertibility  is  very  low  for  use  in  promot¬ 
ing  our  agricultural  program  for  sale  of 
other  products  abroad.  Ten  percent  is 
certainly  reasonable.  We  ought  to  make 
every  effort  to  dispose  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  not  only  under  this 
program  but  also  just  in  the  open  market. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  one  of  the  five 
authors  of  Public  Law  480,  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954.  What  appeared  at  that  time 
a  radical  departure  from  the  normal  pat¬ 
tern  of  trade  which  we  had  followed  for 
over  150  years,  has  been  a  tremendous 
success.  It  was  a  break-through  for 
American  agriculture  in  world  markets. 
Some  parts  of  the  program  have  fol¬ 
lowed  much  in  line  with  the  popular 
words  “Food  for  Peace.”  There  is  no 
greater  weapon  we  have  in  the  battle 
against  world  communism  than  the  tre¬ 
mendous  surplus  of  agriculture  which  is 
grown  in  the  United  States  every  year. 
This  surplus  should  be  considered  a  bless¬ 
ing.  I  believe  that  most  people  do  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  a  blessing,  whether  they  live 
on  the  farm  or  in  the  city.  Our  real 
problem  has  been  to  get  worldwide  dis¬ 
tribution  for  American  agricultural 
produce  at  reasonable  prices  and  under 
programs  which  are  adaptable  to  our 
economy.  Public  Law  480  has  been  the 
greatest  instrument  we  have  had  in  my 
lifetime  for  the  sale  of  American  produce 
outside  the  continental  limits  of  the 
United  States. 

The  enactment  of  H.R.  4728  will  give 
continuance  to  that  program  and  do 
much  to  strengthen  American  agricul¬ 
ture  and  win  friends  throughout  the 
world,  whom  the  United  States  needs  in 
this  precarious  moment  in  history. 

(Mr.  FINDLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  be¬ 
lieve  public  hearings  should  be  held  be¬ 
fore  further  authorizations  are  made 
under  Public  Law  480. 

There  are  strong  indications  the  origi¬ 
nal  goal  of  the  program — surplus 
disposal — has  been  scrapped  in  favor  of 
a  gigantic  worldwide  welfare  program. 
Public  hearings  would  make  clear  the 
new  nature  and  new  goals  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  would  enable  the  Congress 
to  measure  its  full  implications  and 
determine  the  effect  on  foreign  and 
domestic  agricultural  markets. 


If  Public  Law  480  is  to  be  primarily  a 
welfare  program,  bookkeeping  should  be 
changed  so  that  the  cost  is  charged  to 
welfare,  not  to  the  farmer,  and  proce¬ 
dures  should  be  changed  to  prevent 
opening  the  floodgates  for  back-door 
spending. 

Our  Nation  faces  a  serious  balanee-of- 
payments  problem.  Before  any  further 
agreements  are  consummated,  consider¬ 
ation  should  be  given  to  adding  “spend¬ 
ing  by  U.S.  tourists”  to  the  list  of 
approved  uses  for  foreign  currencies  ac¬ 
quired  under  this  program.  Tourists 
could  exchange  dollars  for  local  cur¬ 
rencies  at  the  Embassy  upon  entering 
the  country.  This  would  help  to  reduce 
the  outflow  of  dollars. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  PoageL 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  most 
difficult  to  discuss  a  problem  when  the 
opposition  alleges  its  great  devotion  for 
and  support  of  the  program;  but  the  sole 
question  here  is  whether  you  are  going  to 
pay  the  previous  administration’s  obli¬ 
gations  only  or  whether  you  are  going  to 
continue  this  program. 

The  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hoeven]  repeated  several  times  that  the 
minority — every  member  of  which  on 
our  committee  signed  the  minority  re¬ 
port — that  the  minority  was  anxious  to 
carry  on  this  program,  was  anxious  to 
provide  all  the  funds  necessary,  but  that 
$1.1  billion  had  been  documented  and 
had  been  justified  whereas  the  addi¬ 
tional  $900  million  had  not  been  justi¬ 
fied. 

From  his  standpoint  he  is  exactly  cor¬ 
rect.  The  previous  administration  rec¬ 
ommended  $1.1  billion  as  of  January  9, 
1961,  as  being  the  amount  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  obligations  already  in¬ 
curred  by  that  administration — that  is, 
incurred  or  under  negotiation  at  that 
time.  In  other  words,  it  took  exactly 
$1.1  billion  on  the  9th  day  of  January  to 
complete  the  obligations  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration.  If  you  are  willing  to  say  that 
you  want  to  saw  this  program  off  as  of 
the  9th  day  of  January,  and  say  that 
you  will  carry  out  the  obligations  created 
by  the  previous  administration  but  will 
provide  no  funds  whatever  for  any  new 
obligations;  if  you  are  unwilling  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  anything  new,  but  simply 
want  to  stop  right  where  the  previous  ad¬ 
ministration  said  they  had  gone,  then 
you  want  to  vote  for  the  proposal  to  cut 
this  down  to  $1.1  billion  because  that  is 
all  that  was  justified  on  the  9th  day  of 
January  in  1961.  But  if  you  want  a  con¬ 
tinuing  program — I  do  not  know 
whether  you  do  or  not;  I  do — but  if  you 
want  a  continuing  program,  one  which 
will  enable  the  present  administration 
to  sign  some  contracts,  too,  then  you  are 
going  to  have  to  provide  for  the  use  of 
more  of  these  surplus  commodities.  You 
do  not  have  to  provide  for  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  new  moneys.  We  have  already 
paid  for  these  commodities.  But  you 
have  got  to  authorize  the  use  of  these 
commodities  for  this  program  and  you 
have  got  to  authorize  the  use  of  more 
than  the  amount  the  previous  admin¬ 
istration  had  already  committed. 

We  have  to  go  from  the  9th  day  of 
January  1951  on  which  this  last  report 
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was  based,  until  the  1st  day  of  January 
1962.  It  does  not  make  any  difference 
if  we  are  going  to  bring  in  another 
480  bill  here  in  the  next  few  months, 
because  that  bill  is  going  to  start  its 
effectiveness  on  the  1st  day  of  January 
1962,  and  you  have  the  time  between 
now  and  the  1st  day  of  January  1962, 
for  which  you  had  on  the  15th  day  of 
April  authority  to  use  $120  million  of 
these  surplus  commodities. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  like  to  reem¬ 
phasize  the  fact  that  the  gentleman  has 
pointed  out,  that  the  previous  adminis¬ 
tration  allowed  $2.2  billion  to  India, 
which  was  two-thirds  of  all  the  money 
available.  That  same  administration 
negotiated  transactions  totaling  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $1,250  million  which  are  ready 
now  to  be  closed.  If  you  take  the  $1.1 
billion  you  will  not  even  have  enough 
money  to  close  those  transactions.  We 
will  be  out  of  business  from  now  to  the 
31st  of  December. 

Mi\  POAGE.  The  previous  adminis¬ 
tration  had  committed  this  money  at 
a  rate  about  50  percent  in  excess  of  the 
authorization  by  the  Congress  up  until 
the  20th  of  January  1961.  They  had 
made  commitments  at  a  rate  of  about 
150  percent  of  what  the  Congress  had 
authorized  up  to  that  time.  If  we 
stopped  right  now  we  could  not  carry 
on  any  substantial  additional  program. 
As  the  gentleman  has  just  pointed  out, 
the  past  administration  committed  $2.2 
billions  in  the  Indian  agreement.  Now 
it  is  suggested,  “Well,  you  won’t  do  any¬ 
thing  for  Pakistan.”  Can  this  nation 
do  business  in  this  world  on  that  sort 
of  basis?  giving  India  $2.2  billions  and 
saying  to  Pakistan,  their  neighbor,  who 
is  our  military  ally — and  India  is  not — 
“No,  the  Congress  would  not  authorize 
the  use  of  any  of  these  surplus  commod¬ 
ities  after  the  20th  day  of  January  1961. 
After  that  time  the  Congress  did  not 
want  us  to  use  any  of  these  commod¬ 
ities.” 

Mr.  COOLEY.  One  other  observa¬ 
tion  :  Unless  this  bill  is  passed  as  we  pre¬ 
sented  it,  the  negotiations  now  being 
conducted  with  Brazil  over  an  agreement 
would  have  to  be  abandoned.  We  would 
just  be  out  of  business. 

Mr.  POAGE.  All  but  $120  million  of 
these  negotiations  will  have  to  be 
abandoned.  There  is  $120  million  that 
can  be  used  to  fulfill  those  obligations, 
and  that  is  all  that  can  be  used  from  now 
until  1962  unless  you  pass  this  full 
amount  rather  than  this  bobtailed 
amount  which  pays  the  debt  of  the  past 
administration,  I  grant  you  that,  but  is 
it  honest,  is  it  fair,  for  this  House  simply 
to  pay  the  debts  of  a  past  administra¬ 
tion  and  say  to  the  present  administra¬ 
tion  that  you  are  absolutely  hamstrung? 
One  could  take  that  position  all  right 
if  he  wants  to,  but  it  does  not  seem  to 
me  he  can  very  consistently  take  that 
position  and  at  the  same  time  say,  “We 
believe  in  this  program,  we  are  thor¬ 
oughly  sold  on  this  program,  we  want 
this  program  to  go  on,  but  we  do  not 
want  the  new  administration  to  do  any- 


1961 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


thing  about  it.  We  are  glad  to  pay  the 
debts  of  the  past  administration  but  we 
are  not  willing  to  let  the  new  adminis¬ 
tration  do  anything  about  it.” 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  want  to  emphasize 
one  other  fact.  We  have  talked  about 
these  programs  for  many  months  and 
years  during  the  past  administration  and 
the  present  administration.  This  would 
end  the  food  for  peace  program. 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  will  end  the  food  for 
peace  program.  It  will  end  the  480  pro¬ 
gram.  What  disturbs  me  so  badly,  be¬ 
cause  these  are  able  gentlemen,  is  that 
they  get  up  here  and  say,  “We  ought  to 
have  a  continuing  program,  we  ought 
to  have  something  these  people  can  rely 
on  from  year  to  year,”  and  then  they 
deny  the  new  administration  the  right 
to  use  these  surplus  commodities.  Gen¬ 
tlemen  we  must  give  foreign  countries  a 
long  repayment  period.  I  agree,  I  in¬ 
troduced  legislation  to  do  this  last  year. 
Yet  I  saw  another  minority  report  last 
year  which  would  have  prohibited  this 
committee  and  this  Congress  from  au¬ 
thorizing  that  long  period  of  time  or 
those  low  interest  rates  which  were 
spoken  of  with  so  much  gusto  just  a  few 
moments  ago.  I  know  where  the  votes 
came  from  which  killed  that  low  inter¬ 
est  rate,  and  you  do  too.  I  know  where 
the  votes  came  from  which  prohibited 
us  from  making  a  10-year  agreement 
with  anybody,  -and  you  do  too. 

It  is  perfectly  all  right  for  anybody 
to  hold  those  views,  but  how  can  they 
hold  those  views  and  at  the  same  time 
tell  this  House,  “We  must  have  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  longtime  commitments  where 
these  people  can  rely  on  what  they  are 
going  to  get  for  a  long  period  of  time 
to  come.”  If  you  are  going  to  cut  this 
off  and  just  pay  the  debts  of  the  past 
administration,  you  are  going  to  do 
absolutely  nothing  in  the  way  of  pro¬ 
viding  exactly  the  kind  of  program  we 
are  told  we  need,  and  which  I  believe 
we  need.  I  think  we  do  need  a  long¬ 
time  program.  I  think  we  do  need  a 
low  interest  rate,  and  I  mean  a  2-per¬ 
cent  interest  rate. 

I  want  that  to  be  clear  right  now  be¬ 
cause  I  do  not  want  somebody  to  go 
home  and  saying  that  I  said  the  United 
States  should  buy  something  up  and  pay 
4  percent  and  then  lend  it  out  at  2  per¬ 
cent.  We  are  paying  about  14  percent  or 
more  a  year  costs  to  carry  our  surplus 
commodities.  If  we  are  selling  these 
commodities  and  get  2  percent  a  year,  it 
seems  to  me  we  are  making  a  rather 
substantial  profit  rather  than  taking  any 
substantial  loss.  That  is  what  I  am 
pleading  with  you  to  do. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  storage  costs  are 
going  to  run  about  $1  billion  a  year;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  correct,  yes. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  House  will 
not  get  the  impression  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  for  $1.1  billion  is  going 
to  wreck  the  Public  Law  480  program. 
It  only  applies  to  the  calendar  year  1961. 


They  have  a  working  balance  of  $120 
million.  The  amendment  provides  for 
an  additional  $1.1  billion,  which  would 
make  $1,220  million.  The  committee  will 
act  on  new  authorizations  within  a  few 
weeks,  I  am  sure,  in  connection  with  the 
extension  of  the  law. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  $1,100  million  will 
not  even  be  enough  to  meet  the  $1,250 
million  worth  of  transactions  now  ready 
to  be  closed. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Again  I  say  there  was 
no  justification  shown  for  more  than 
$1.1  billion. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  was  to  meet  pro¬ 
spective  present  commitments,  but  not 
future  operations. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maine  [Mr.  McIntire], 

(Mr.  McINTIRE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  re¬ 
port  of  the  committee  on  page  9, 1  think, 
would  offer  some  enlightenment  relative 
to  this  discussion.  I  would  call  your  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  the  reference 
there  is  to  a  billion  dollars  of  these  con¬ 
tracts  ready  to  be  closed  in  that  item; 
No.  2  of  which  the  title  says,  “programs 
under  development  resulting  from  coun¬ 
try  requests.”  Do  not  let  us  get  confused 
with  the  quotation  of  $1,100  million  or 
$1,200  million  worth  of  contracts  ready 
to  be  closed  with  this  figure.  This  figure 
is  simply  formal  requests  on  file  with  the 
Department,  and  there  are  many  of  these 
requests  made  which  never  result  in  any 
contracts.  I  would  also  call  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  item  3  is  an  addi¬ 
tional  $600  million  for  which  the  title 
here  says  simply,  “additional  programs 
expected.” 

This  is  not,  certainly,  in  the  context  of 
requests.  It  is  not  in  the  context  of  con¬ 
tracts  ready  for  closing  because  item  1, 
as  presented,  in  the  majority  report,  says 
that  as  of  this  time  there  is  $50  million 
worth  ready  for  closing. 

There  are  $50  million  worth  of  nego¬ 
tiations  which  are  ready  for  closing. 
There  is  $1,250  million  which  is  the 
total  of  requests  made  but  about  which 
there  is  no  definite  assurance  that  con¬ 
tracts  will  be  signed.  The  statement  is 
made  that  at  the  present  time  a  contract 
of  $1  billion  is  being  discussed  with 
Pakistan.  Assuming  that  that  is  nego¬ 
tiated,  there  is  room  enough  in  this  bal¬ 
ance  proposed  by  the  minority  to  cover 
this  contract  and  leave  $220  million 
more.  Admittedly,  this  is  close  budget¬ 
ing,  but  we  are  dealing  here  in  sums 
which  I  think  justify  close  budgeting.  I 
think  they  justify  serious  consideration, 
and  even  if  there  is  only  $200  million 
left  for  the  calendar  year  1961,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  men¬ 
tioned,  the  extension  of  this  act  does  not 
go  into  effect  until  the  beginning  of  the 
calendar  year  1962,  but  we  do  have  $220 
million  to  cover  these  other  negotiations 
which  may  reach  the  point  of  contract 
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within  the  balance  of  the  calendar  year. 
This  is  very  close  financing,  but  I  think 
we  need  justification  of  these  items.  This 
is  the  position  of  the  minority  as  set 
forth  in  their  report. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  we  must  meet  the  commit¬ 
ments  covering  agreements  already 
made.  I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the 
membership  of  the  House  that  in  the 
omnibus  farm  bill  now  being  considered 
by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  the 
Department  is  asking  for  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $7.5  billion  during  the  next  5 
years  at  a  rate  of  $2,500  million  a  year. 
Someone  has  not  been  at  all  careful  in 
their  figuring,  because  the  entire  sum  of 
$7,500  million  would  be  expended  in  3 
years  at  that  rate.  I  do  think  it  is  high 
time  we  weighed  our  financial  situation 
as  far  as  these  negotiations  are  con¬ 
cerned. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  yield. 

Mrs.  MAY.  The  gentleman,  I  know, 
has  been  very  faithful  in  his  attendance 
at  the  committee  hearings.  I  wonder  if 
he  recalls  any  testimony  on  the  part  of 
any  Government  official  that  indicated 
that  if  the  full  amount  they  requested 
were  not  appropriated  the  program 
would  come  to  a  halt  as  indicated  by  cer¬ 
tain  Members  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle? 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  fail  to  recall  that, 
and  I  would  refer  my  colleagues  to  a 
publication  which  I  think  is  available  on 
the  floor.  This  has  been  referred  to  be¬ 
fore.  In  this  it  is  indicated  that  there 
is — this  calendar  1961 — $340  million 
available  as  a  carry-over  from  the  au¬ 
thorizations  of  1960.  New  authoriza¬ 
tions  of  $1,500  million,  making  a  total 
of  $1,840  million. 

I  would  suggest  that  the  proposal  of 
the  minority  to  add  $1.1  billion  would 
make  $2.9  billion,  and  if  I  read  the  re¬ 
port  correctly,  and  in  reference  to  pick¬ 
ing  up  the  tab  for  previous  administra¬ 
tions,  this  did  not  total  the  $2.9  billion 
which  the  minority  is  proposing  for  the 
balance  of  this  year  and  which  was  the 
minority  proposal.  We  do  have  suffi¬ 
cient  funds  to  cover  what  we  feel  has 
been  amply  justified  and  can  be  shown 
to  be  justified,  leaving  a  balance  for  the 
remainder  of  this  calendar  year.  I  do 
not  recall  that  there  was  any  comment 
made  of  the  nature  to  which  the  gentle¬ 
woman  has  referred. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Nor  do  I.  Would  the  gen¬ 
tleman  agree  there  is  not  necessarily  any 
conflict  of  principle  here  with  those  of 
us  who  are  enthusiastic  supporters  of  the 
program.  Public  Law  480,  because  it  has 
been  successful,  and  administered  well, 
as  a  program  to  disburse  our  agricul¬ 
tural  surpluses,  and  our  desire  to  see 
that  this  program  is  administered  on  a 
sound  financial  basis?  Or  because  we 
believe  that  the  testimony  to  be  brought 
to  our  committee  on  behalf  of  requests 
for  funds  should  have  facts  and  figures 
to  back  it  up? 

May  I  call  something  to  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  attention  that  happened  yester- 
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day.  We  passed  a  bill  in  this  House  yes¬ 
terday  which  made  appropriations  to 
the  inter-American  social  and  economic 
cooperation  program  and  the  Chilean 
construction  and  rehabilitation  pro¬ 
gram.  The  gentleman  remembers  in 
the  report  on  that  bill  the  committee 
expressed  some  grave  misgivings  about 
lack  of  justification  of  requested  funds, 
although  they  recommended  passage  of 
the  bill.  I  quote  from  that  report: 

However,  officials  of  the  executive  branch 
were  unable  to  tell  the  committee  in  what 
countries,  what  projects,  give  precise  esti¬ 
mates  of  cost,  or  any  other  useful  data  of 
the  type  and  in  the  detail  normally  re¬ 
quired  to  be  furnished  by  U.S.  Government 
departments  and  agencies  in  budgetary 
justification  of  projects. 

I  would  say  that  there  is  a  most  dis¬ 
tressing  similarity  here  between  this  re¬ 
port  and  the  minority  report  on  the  bill 
before  us  today. 

I  quote  from  this  report: 

Department  witnesses  admitted  they  did 
not  have  progam  commitments  for  the  addi¬ 
tional  $900  million,  that  they  were  merely 
speculating. 

Further  down  on  page  13 : 

The  request  for  amounts  in  excess  of  $1.1 
billion  were  based  on  departmental  specu¬ 
lation  over  possible  agreements  and  not  on 
actual  agreements  or  even  potential  agree¬ 
ments  reduced  to  negotiation. 

Many  of  us  in  this  House  grow  increas¬ 
ingly  concerned  with  the  number  of 
times  the  Members  of  this  body  are 
called  upon  to  make  what  might  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  half-hearted  votes  on  behalf 
of  programs  in  which  we  believe  very 
strongly.  I  think  perhaps  those  rep¬ 
resenting  the  various  departments  of  our 
Government  might  well  take  warning 
that  they  may  contribute  to  the  eventual 
defeat  of  those  very  programs  in  which 
they  most  believe  by  inadequate  testi¬ 
mony  on  behalf  of  the  funds  they  seek 
to  continue  these  programs. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  appreciate  the 
comment  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Washington.  I  would  say  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  has  involved  some  $13  billion,  of 
which  $9  billion  has  been  used  in  Title 
I.  I  do  not  think  it  is  at  all  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  destructive  criticism  when  some 
of  us  think  of  $2  million  as  not  being 
trivial  funds,  and  that  the  $7*4  billion 
which  is  requested  in  the  bill  before  us 
by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  is  not 
a  trivial  sum.  I  think  when  some  of 
us  are  concerned  about  these  matters 
and  do  look  for  ample  and  specific  justi¬ 
fication,  we  are  discharging  a  very  sub¬ 
stantial  part  of  our  responsibility  to 
those  whom  we  are  entrusted  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  representing  here  in  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Two  billion  dollars  is  not  a  triv 
ial  sum.  We  just  think  we  will  destroy 
this  program  as  well  as  others  which 
may  have  very  substantial  merit  if  we 
consider  these  authorizations  as  just 
something  we  can  pass  easily  and  willy- 
nilly  without  being  able  to  show  on  the 
record  that  we  have  been  diligent  in 
relation  to  the  taxpayers’  money. 

I  think  this  bill  does  not  have  ample 
justification  in  it  for  the  $8  billion.  I 
think  the  record  has  shown  we  feel  there 
has  been  ample  justification  for  the  $1.1 
billion. 


Mr.  Chairman,  it  will  not  destroy  the 
program  in  any  degree  if  this  $1.1  bil¬ 
lion  is  approved. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Curtis! . 

(Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  to  discuss  this  program 
with  regard  to  its  foreign  policy  impli¬ 
cations.  Our  Foreign  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee  is  concerned  both  with  the  amount 
of  aid  that  is  given  through  Public  Law 
480,  and  the  use  that  is  made  of  the 
counterpart  funds,  the  local  currencies 
which  came  to  the  United  States. 

I  favor  the  objective  of  the  program. 
I  favor  handling  it  generously  and  feed¬ 
ing  the  hungry  from  our  huge  surpluses. 
But,  I  feel  that  in  some  respects  this 
program  is  getting  out  of  hand  and 
ought  to  be  looked  at  pretty  carefully 
in  view  of  the  huge  amounts  of  money 
that  are  involved. 

The  first  point  I  want  to  raise  is  the 
impact  of  this  tremendous  generosity  of 
our  country  on  the  receiving  countries, 
and  I  quote  from  a  report  that  came  to 
me  a  few  days  ago  from  Mr.  George  Mc¬ 
Govern,  special  aid  to  the  President.  He 
says: 

Many  of  these  transactions,  though  gen¬ 
erally  assumed  to  be  sales,  will  probably,  in 
their  true  effect  on  the  United  States,  turn 
out  to  be  largely  grants. 

Of  course  they  are  grants.  The  com¬ 
modities  are  usually  paid  for  for  in  local 
currency,  and  we  have  so  much  local  cur¬ 
rency  that  we  do  not  know  what  to  do 
with  it.  In  many  cases  it  would  cause 
tremendous  dislocations  if  we  tried  to 
spend  those  moneys. 

As  to  the  impact  on  the  receiving 
country,  Mr.  McGovern  says: 

Whether  these  transactions  are  sales  or 
grants  in  their  ultimate  impact  on  the  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayers,  they  certainly  appear  as  pur¬ 
chases  to  the  average  citizen  of  the  recipient 
country.  Food  acquired  from  the  United 
States  enters  the  country  through  the  usual 
commercial  channels  and  is  placed  on  sale 
in  the  same  manner  as  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  produced  in  the  country  in  ques¬ 
tion  or  imported  in  some  other  way.  In¬ 
dividual  citizens  purchase  the  products  in 
the  usual  way  from  the  retailers.  The  net 
benefit  of  the  transaction  is  spread  over  the 
entire  population  but  in  an  indirect  man¬ 
ner  not  apparent  to  the  individual  citizen. 
Specifically,  the  net  effect  of  any  transaction 
of  this  kind  is  to  keep  food  prices  down,  thus 
helping  all  income  classes.  As  food  expendi¬ 
tures  contribute  by  far  the  largest  share  of 
total  expenditures  among  the  lower  income 
groups,  low  food  prices  are,  of  course,  most 
beneficial  to  them.  Furthermore,  as  higher 
prices  might  cause  groups  at  the  lower  end 
of  the  income  scale  to  curtail  their  pur¬ 
chases  below  reasonable  minimum  standards, 
the  effect  is  to  reduce  hunger  in  these  low¬ 
est  groups.  At  the  same  time,  it  must  be 
noted  that  concessional  sales  do  not  reach 
those  groups  of  the  population  which  are  so 
very  low  on  the  economic  scale  that  they 
have  insufficient  funds  for  the  purchase  of 
food. 

In  other  words  the  food  acquired  from 
the  United  States  goes  into  those  coun¬ 
tries  through  usual  commercial  channels, 
and  is  placed  on  sale  in  the  same  man¬ 
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ner  as  agricultural  commodities  pro¬ 
duced  in  those  countries  or  imported  and 
paid  for  by  the  citizens  of  those  coun¬ 
tries. 

We  spend  these  billions  of  dollars  feed¬ 
ing  these  people,  and  in  many  cases  they 
never  know  it;  and  meanwhile  the  Soviet 
bloc  nations  are  spending  their  money  on 
propaganda  and  subversion.  We  feed 
the  people,  but  they  win  their  hearts. 

Now,  the  second  point  is  this:  We  have 
heard  discussion  here  today  as  to 
whether  this  program  costs  us  anything. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  amazed  when  we 
refused  a  foreign  aid  grant  to  a  friendly 
country  to  hear  the  statement  made  that 
they  would  be  just  as  well  off  getting  some 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  under 
Public  Law  480.  And,  I  say  to  you — 
and  if  I  am  wrong,  I  want  to  be  cor¬ 
rected — that  if  we  sell  $5  million  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  products  to  a  foreign  coun¬ 
try,  it  is  just  as  expensive  to  our  coun¬ 
try  as  though  we  appropriated  $5  mil¬ 
lion  and  gave  it  to  them  as  a  foreign  aid 
grant  to  be  used  for  securing  those  prod¬ 
ucts. 

Finally,  I  think  we  need  a  further 
understanding  of  this  bill.  I  notice  a 
statement  in  the  report  which  says : 

The  committee  believes  that  the  programs 
carried  out  under  the  authority  of  Public 
Law  480  are  too  well  known  to  the  House  to 
require  a  detailed  description  in  this  report. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  consider  that  one  of 
the  overstatements  of  the  year.  This  is 
a  difficult  matter  to  understand  and  fol¬ 
low  through.  I,  for  one,  wish  that  our 
committee  would  detail  some  of  the  spe¬ 
cific  transactions  so  we  could  follow  them 
through  and  see  how  they  are  handled. 

I  have  one  further  point  on  that.  It  is 
generally  represented  that  this  program 
is  a  way  of  disposing  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  products  that  are  piled  up  in 
the  bins  of  the  CCC.  Most  of  the  liter¬ 
ature  on  the  subject  gives  that  impres¬ 
sion.  The  committee  in  its  own  report 
says  that  this  program  has  been  a  major 
factor  in  moving  these  surpluses  from 
CCC  storage  bins.  But,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  understand  that  in  many  cases  these 
commodities,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  are  not 
taken  from  the  storage  bins.  The  re¬ 
cipients  in  effect  come  in  and  buy  these 
commodities  on  our  market.  I  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  if  that  is 
not  true. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  What  is  the  question 
exactly? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  In 
many  cases  credits  are  set  up  here,  for 
which  we  have  to  pay,  and  the  foreign 
countries  receive  these  commodities  from 
our  open  market,  instead  of  from  the  bins 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
I  know  that  is  a  fact  and  I  hope  that  the 
chairman  will  tell  us  what  propoi’tion  is 
involved. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  About  99  percent. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  trea¬ 
son  is  defined  as  giving  aid  and  comfort 
to  our  enemies  wherein  does  this  Public 
Law  480  differ  from  treason  in  giving  aid 
to  Yugoslavia,  Poland,  and  India?  How 
can  we  justify  $2.2  billion  of  aid  to  India 
in  2  years  and  then  vote  even  more  when 
Nehru  of  India  is  attacking  us  and  our 
policies.  Are  we  crazy?  Yesterday  we 
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voted  $500  million  to  inter-American  na¬ 
tions  without  being  assured  the  money 
would  go  to  sympathetic  friends  pledged 
to  our  support  and  the  support  of  this 
hemisphere.  Have  we  already  disre¬ 
garded  the  fact  that  Cuba  has  fallen  to 
the  Communists.  And  now  we  aid  fur¬ 
ther  Communist  Poland  and  Yugoslavia. 
We  must  be  going  insane.  What  is  the 
matter  with  us? 

Public  Law  480  originally  was  intended 
to  be  an  agricultural  surplus  disposal 
program.  Now  it  has  become  a  gigantic 
worldwide  welfare  program,  requiring 
the  perpetuation  and  growth  of  sur¬ 
pluses.  The  original  end  goal  has  now 
become  the  means,  and  so  we  go  on  like 
a  dog  chasing  its  tail.  How  can  we  elim¬ 
inate  the  artificial  farm  bonus  programs 
when  surpluses  became  necessary. 

We  certainly  cannot  evolve  a  sensible 
farm  program  or  return  to  a  free  market 
to  perpetuate  Public  Law  480.  And  how, 
pray  tell,  can  we  possibly  strengthen 
ourselves  by  squandering  billions,  failing 
to  win  friends,  subsidize  our  enemies,  and 
end  up  with  bale  fulls  of  local  currency 
which  can  not  be  spent  except  as  the 
local  nation  wishes. 

What  kind  of  fiscal  foolishness  is  this? 
Some  Members  may  think  this  is  a 
smooth  and  slick  program  but  folks  back 
home  see  this  counterpart  funds  and 
food  giveaway  for  the  foolishness  that  it 
is.  Any  original  sense  in  this  program 
has  long  since  disappeared  it  seems  to 
me. 

Polks  back  home  do  not  agree  that  we 
should  give  India  $2.2  billion,  Poland 
$518  million,  Yugoslavia  $597  million,  as 
we  have  done  according  to  this  report 
and  bill.  Indeed,  the  sums  are  undoubt¬ 
edly  larger  than  this. 

Since  we  have  embarked  on  programs 
like  Public  Law  480  we  have  seen  the 
nations  receiving  aid  turn  against  us,  be 
neutral  or  at  the  most  be  luke-warm 
friends.  All  the  while,  we  are  going  in 
debt  more  and  more.  We  must  stop  sub¬ 
sidizing  our  enemies,  we  must  stop  aid¬ 
ing  neutrals,  we  must  stop  bankrupting 
our  Treasury,  we  must  stop  continuing 
and  increasing  our  tax  burden.  In  short, 
we  must  stop  giving  aid  in  this  program 
or  any  program  except  on  clearly  defined 
guidelines  of  U.S.  self-interest  where  we 
define  the  goals  and  we  specify  and 
police  the  rules.  Only  to  pledged  friends, 
who  are  matching  our  aid,  do  we  extend 
financial  help,  none  others  need  apply. 
Let  us  put  our  money  where  it  will  do  the 
most  good,  in  our  military,  in  expendi¬ 
tures  at  home,  and  in  strengthening  our 
economy  by  cutting  the  debt  and  reduc¬ 
ing  taxes.  Strong  economically,  strong 
militarily,  we  need  fear  no  one  or  no 
combination  of  nations.  But  we  must 
start  today,  now. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  4728. 

When  millions  of  men,  women,  and 
children  are  hungry,  how  can  we  in 
decency  deny  them  of  our  abundance. 

It  is  disastrous  to  our  foreign  policy 
to  pay  warehousemen  millions  of  dollars 
each  year  to  store  our  surplus  foods 
when  human  beings  are  literally  starv¬ 
ing.  It  is  also  disastrous  to  our  con¬ 
sciences. 


Let  us  advance  a  program  of  food  for 
peace.  Let  us  not  hoard  our  bounty  for 
the  mice  and  rats  when  the  hungry 
people  of  the  world  are  crying  for  bread. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
have  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
their  remarks  on  the  bill  H.R.  4728. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  being  no 
further  requests  for  time,  the  Clerk  will 
read  the  bill  for  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
103(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  deleting  “any  calendar  year 
during  the  period  beginning  January  1,  1960, 
and  ending  December  31,  1961,”  and  sub¬ 
stituting  “the  calendar  year  1960”,  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
“Agreements  shall  not  be  entered  into  under 
this  title  in  the  calendar  year  1961  which 
will  call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in  amounts 
in  excess  of  $3,500,000,000,  plus  any  amount 
by  which  agreements  entered  into  in  the 
preceding  calendar  year  have  called  or  will 
call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts  less 
than  authorized  for  such  preceding  year  by 
this  Act  as  in  effect  during  such  preceding 
year.” 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hoeven:  Page 
2,  line  1,  after  the  words  “in  excess  of”,  strike 
out  the  figure  “$3,500,000,000,”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$2,600,000,000,”. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  has  been  fully  discussed  in 
the  general  debate.  It  simply  provides 
that  the  sum  of  money  mentioned  in 
the  bill,  $3,500  million,  be  reduced  $900 
million,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  $900 
million  has  not  been  justified,  in  my 
judgment. 

This  amendment  is  presented  in  good 
faith.  Again  let  me  point  out  that  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  will  soon  act 
on  the  extension  of  Public  Law  480  and 
at  that  time  we  will  fully  consider  the 
extension  of  the  program  and  all  au¬ 
thorizations  that  are  presented  at  that 
time.  There  are  no  authorizations  at 
the  present  time  which  would  justify  an 
expenditure  of  more  than  $1.1  billion. 
And  please  remember  that  this  only  ap¬ 
plies  to  the  remainder  of  calendar  year 
1961.  I  hope  we  have  not  reached  the 
point  in  this  House  where  a  Member  is 
criticized  and  castigated  for  trying  to 
save  some  of  the  taxpayers’  money. 
Again  I  say,  whenever  proper  justifica¬ 
tions  are  forthcoming,  I  am  ready  to 
authorize  the  necessary  money.  But  in 
view  of  the  enormity  of  this  program 
and  the  prospect  that  this  program  will 
ever  grow  larger,  I  think  the  time  has 
come  to  stop,  look,  and  listen  and  to  re¬ 
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view  these  authorizations  as  we  go  along 
and  not  issue  any  blank  checks.  I  hope 
the  amendment  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  I  want  to  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  who 
spoke  a  moment  ago  that  if  he  will  look 
at  the  report  filed  by  the  President  on 
March  30,  1961,  which  I  am  sure  is  avail¬ 
able,  he  will  find  that  about  99  percent 
of  the  food  and  fiber  exported  under  this 
program  has  come  out  of  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  stocks  or  has  been 
exported  instead  of  going  into  those 
stocks,  so  we  have  not  been  affecting  the 
local  market,  as  he  indicates. 

On  the  question  of  whether  or  not 
this  $2  billion  is  needed,  certainly  if  it 
is  not  needed  we  should  not  authorize  it. 
If  it  is  needed,  then  I  think  by  all  means 
we  should  authorize  it.  I  have  no  way 
of  knowing  what  the  facts  are  other 
than  the  information  furnished  to  us  by 
officials  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  with  regard  to  the  negoti¬ 
ations  and  consummations  of  contracts. 

This  information  is  in  the  letter  we 
have  signed  by  Orville  L.  Freeman,  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  addressed  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House,  dated  February 
16,  1961,  which  transmitted  to  us  the  bill 
now  before  us.  It  was  received  by  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  and  the  bill  was 
sent  to  our  committee.  After  considera¬ 
tion,  our  committee  reported  the  bill. 

As  was  pointed  out  by  previous  speak¬ 
ers,  the  retiring  administration  had  fully 
committed  just  about  all  of  the  money 
available,  $2.2  billion  to  one  country, 
two-thirds  of  the  money  to  India,  74 
percent  of  it  to  three  countries.  Now 
that  we  have  consummated  and  closed 
a  4-year  contract  with  India,  they  are 
in  the  process  of  negotiating  a  billion- 
dollar  4-year  contract  with  Pakistan. 
Are  we  going  to  hamstring  this  admin¬ 
istration  so  that  the  Pakistan  negotia¬ 
tions  will  have  to  be  abandoned?  Let  me 
quote  from  Mr.  Freeman’s  letter: 

As  you  know.  President  Kennedy  appointed 
a  Pood  for  Peace  Committee  to  make  an 
analysis  of  current  legislative  programs  and 
report  its  findings  and  recommendations  on 
how  to  shift  from  the  concept  of  surplus  dis¬ 
posal  to  utilization  of  our  abundant  food 
supply  to  help  raise  the  living  and  nutritional 
standards  of  peoples  here  at  home  and 
abroad. 

One  other  quotation  from  that  letter: 

Only  a  small  amount  of  the  current  funds 
remain  uncommitted.  We  are  now  in  posi¬ 
tion  in  our  programing  where  these  remain¬ 
ing  fluids  are  becoming  so  limited  that  it 
may  be  necessary  to  inform  foreign  govern¬ 
ments  that  their  current  requests  may  have 
to  be  deferred. 

This  means  that  they  are  now  ready  to 
close  $1,250  million  worth  of  transactions 
and  in  addition  thereto  they  are  consid¬ 
ering  a  $600  million  commitment  to 
other  countries.  They  are  considering 
large  agreement  with  Brazil. 

I  take  the  position  that  if  this  is  a 
good  program  it  ought  to  be  continued. 
If  it  is  a  bad  program  it  ought  to  be 
abandoned.  Why  should  we  insist  upon 
a  limitation  upon  this  authorization 
when  all  of  us  want  to  get  rid  of  these 
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commodities  which  are  now  hanging  over 
our  market? 

I  insist  that  this  amendment  which 
has  been  offered  by  my  friend  from  Iowa 
will  just  cut  the  heart  out  of  this  bill. 
It  will  handicap  and  stop  the  activities 
under  Public  Law  480  and  this  present 
administration  will  be  unable  to  carry 
on  the  food  for  peace  program.  I  insist 
that  we  should  follow  the  advice  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government, 
which  is  charged  with  the  responsibility 
of  distributing  the  commodities  we  now 
have  in  such  abundant  supply. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I,  like  many  others, 
sometimes  use  words  interchangeably 
without  making  it  clear  as  to  what  is 
what.  I  would  like  to  point  out  again 
here  that  while  reference  has  been  made 
in  letters  and  otherwise  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  is  about  out 
of  money  and  has  to  have  this  legisla¬ 
tion  because  of  the  shortage  of  money, 
that  that  is  not  what  is  intended. 

This  bill  authorizes  the  Government 
to  enter  into  agreements  which  commit 
this  country  to  sell  these  commodities 
for  foreign  currencies,  and  this  is  not  a 
matter  of  whether  the  CCC  is  about  out 
of  money  or  not.  The  money  that  this 
bill  will  require  will  come  up  in  our  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  later  where  we  will  have 
to  appropriate  to  the  CCC  in  capital  im¬ 
pairment  each  dollar  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  commits  itself  to  under  this  bill. 
So  this  bill  does  not  make  money  avail¬ 
able  but  commits  us  to  appropriate 
money  later. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  certainly  have  not 
suggested  that  the  CCC  was  out  of 
money.  I  merely  suggested  that  the  au¬ 
thorization  available  under  Public  Law 
480  was  limited  to  about  $120  million  or 
$150  million. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  right.  The 
CCC  has  been  about  out  of  money. 
However,  if  the  gentleman  will  bear  with 
me  that  is  exactly  what  I  was  pointing 
out.  Under  Public  Law  480  what  we  do 
is  authorize  the  Government  to  enter 
into  contracts  committing  us  in  these 
programs  which  cost  money.  That  is  it 
exactly,  and  it  does  not  have  reference 
to  whether  they  have  money  or  not. 
They  do  have  these  commodities.  But 
I  am  pointing  out  to  you  that  any  of 
these  commitments,  however  sound,  as 
a  matter  of  foreign  policy,  the  money 
end  or  cost  of  it  will  come  later  in  the 
bill  that  our  committee  will  have  to 
present  to  you  when  you  ask  for  appro¬ 
priations  to  replace  these  funds. 

I  say  again  we  all  sometimes  use  these 
words  interchangeably.  They  have  just 
about  exhausted  the  capacity  to  enter 
into  contractual  agreements  which  will 
lead  to  deficits  in  the  CCC  which  we  will 
have  to  appropriate  funds  for.  The  rea¬ 
son  I  am  trying  to  make  this  plain  is  only 
a  few  weeks  ago  this  Congress  refused  in 
a  supplemental  bill  to  restore  the  capital 
impairment  of  the  CCC.  In  less  than  6 
weeks  our  committee  will  be  here  trying 
to  get  you  to  appropriate  money  to  re¬ 
store  funds  for  these  costs.  I  just  want 
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to  keep  the  record  straight  so  you  will 
help  us  pick  up  the  check. 

Involved  here  is  the  question  of  au¬ 
thority  to  your  Government  to  enter  into 
these  contractual  obligations,  and  we 
will  have  to  figure  up  the  cost  later.  In¬ 
volved  is  not  the  question  of  whether 
they  have  money  or  not.  We  will  have 
to  pick  up  the  tab  in  a  later  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  I  make  this  statement  in 
order  that  we  might  keep  the  record 
clear. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  next  to  the  last  word. 

(Mi-.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  a  question  or  two.  I  noticed 
an  item  on  the  teletype  machine  a  few 
minutes  ago  that  Defense  Minister  Men- 
non  of  India  is  buying  transport  planes 
from  Russia.  I  wonder  what  our  com¬ 
mitment  is  at  the  present  time  for  giving 
agricultural  products  to  India?  Can  the 
gentleman  give  me  any  information  on 
the  present  status  of  that? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  trying  to  make  it 
perfectly  plain  that  in  May  1960,  under 
the  administration  of  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  who  was  then  President  of  our 
great  Republic,  commitments  were  made 
to  India  to  the  extent  of  $2.2  billion 
worth  of  our  agricultural  commodities  in 
a  transaction  where  we  received  15  per¬ 
cent  for  our  own  use.  We  loaned  them 
42.5  percent,  and  we  gave  them  42.5 
percent. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  would  you  think 
the  Indian  Government  is  using  to  pay 
the  Russians  for  these  transport  planes? 
Would  you  have  any  idea? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  know,  and  I 
do  not  see  how  that  would  apply  to  the 
committee  or  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman 
think  we  should  continue  to  give  food 
to  India  and  when  that  Government 
turns  around  and  buys  planes  from 
Russia? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  want  to  say  it 
was  unfortunate  that  we  made  this 
agreement  with  India.  I  said  in  my  re¬ 
marks  that  I  was  not  wholly  tied  to  the 
transaction,  but  that  I  was  only  telling 
what  actually  happened.  If  a  mistake 
was  made,  I  do  not  see  how  it  can  be 
charged  to  our  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture 

Mr.  GROSS.  Will  the  gentleman 
agree  with  me  that  if  we  are  going  to 
continue  to  make  this  sort  of  deal  with 
India  or  any  other  country  it  ought  to 
be  on  a  two-way  street? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman 
wants  my  personal  opinion,  I  think  it 
would  be  a  good  idea  to  have  all  these 
transactions  resubmitted  to  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  before  they 
are  consummated. 

Mr.  GROSS.  You  mean  the  State  De¬ 
partment  has  not  kept  your  committee 
informed? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly  not.  I  do 
not  know  that  they  are  keeping  anyone 
informed. 

Mr.  GROSS.  They  are  not  keeping 
anyone  informed  if  they  can  help  it. 


Mr.  COOLEY.  May  I  say  to  my  friend 
from  Iowa  that  we  had  as  much  justifi¬ 
cation  for  this  request  as  we  had  for  the 
last  request  for  $3  million. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Would  the  gentleman 
think,  in  view  of  the  startling  success 
the  United  Nations  has  had  in  keeping 
down  trouble  in  the  world,  stopping 
Communist  aggression  in  Laos  and  the 
Communist  takeover  in  Cuba,  that  we 
ought  to  turn  our  problems  over  to  the 
United  Nations? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No;  I  do  not  think  we 
should  turn  them  over  to  the  United 
Nations. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  about  the  Inter¬ 
parliamentary  Union? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  are  doing  a  good 
job,  I  think,  in  the  Inter-Parliamentary 
Union. 

[Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana  addressed 
the  Committee.  His  remarks  will  ap¬ 
pear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
pro  forma  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  just  in  case  there 
may  have  been  a  misunderstanding  be¬ 
tween  myself  and  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee.  I  was  sug¬ 
gesting  that  most  of  us  understood  this 
program  as  one  that  was  moving  the 
surplus  commodities  out  of  the  bins  of 
the  CCC,  and  I  mentioned  that  in  many 
cases  that  was  not  the  fact. 

I  understood  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  to  say  that  in  some  99  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cases  it  did  come  right  out 
of  the  bins  of  the  CCC.  I  would  like 
to  ask  if  that  is  a  correct  understanding, 
Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  asking  whether 
in  referring  to  my  remarks  he  intended 
to  say  a  very  large  percentage  of  these 
shipments  under  Public  Law  480  were 
out  of  the  bins  of  the  CCC.  Was  that 
the  point  the  chairman  was  making? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  On  page  8  of  the  re¬ 
port  I  referred  to  a  statement  indicating 
that  1,437  million  bushels  of  wheat, 
feed  grains,  rice,  cotton,  tobacco,  dairy 
products,  poultry,  dry  edible  beans, 
fruits  and  vegetables  and  113  million 
pounds  of  meat  had  been  shipped.  What 
I  meant  to  say  was  that  about  99  per¬ 
cent  of  these  commodities  are  surplus 
commodities.  Commodities  coming  out 
of  the  bin  is  one  thing.  If  they  are 
bought  on  the  market  and  prevented 
from  going  into  the  bin,  that  is  another. 
I  cannot  see  how  the  gentleman  can 
complain  that  we  used  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,898  million  for  wheat.  I  do 
not  know  what  the  gentleman’s  com¬ 
plaint  is. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  I  was 
discussing  whether  this  was  moving 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  out  of 
the  huge  inventories  we  have  accumu¬ 
lated.  I  understand  the  gentleman  to 
say  in  many  cases  those  are  pm-chased 
on  the  market  under  the  theory  if  they 
were  not  purchased  on  the  market  they 
would  go  into  the  bins  of  the  CCC;  is 
that  right? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  certain  that  is 
right,  but  a  large  part  of  it  actually  goes 
out  of  the  bins. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
hope  the  gentleman  will  tell  us  what 
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percentage  goes  out  of  the  bins  and 
what  percentage  is  bought  on  the  open 
market. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  pending  amendment. 

I  support  Public  Law  480.  I  have 
always  supported  it  here  in  the  Congress. 
I  think  Public  Law  480  has  worked  very 
well  and  has  been  received  exception¬ 
ally  well  by  the  American  people,  es¬ 
pecially  the  taxpayers.  However,  I  feel 
if  they  are  going  to  continue  to  accept 
this  type  of  program  in  the  future,  we 
are  going  to  have  to  spell  out  in  more 
detail  how  the  money  is  going  to  be 
spent.  I  do  not  believe  we  can  use  the 
argument  successfully  that  we  have  used 
this  open-end  or  back-door  spend¬ 
ing  approach  in  the  depressed  areas 
bill  and  other  bills  and,  as  a  conse¬ 
quence,  we  should  use  it  in  Public  Law 
480.  The  American  taxpayer  has  the 
right  to  know  that  these  funds  have 
been  justified.  Certainly  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  did  not  justify 
this  additional  request  for  $900  million 
before  our  committee.  Until  such  time 
as  the  Department  justifies  the  request 
for  the  additional  $900  million,  we  should 
hold  the  funds  in  abeyance.  We  should 
vote  for  the  pending  amendment,  and 
when  the  Department  com6s  forth  with 
the  facts  justifying  the  additional  $900 
million,  then  we  should  act  and  not  until 
then. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  pending 
amendment. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  there  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  here 
about  saving  a  lot  of  money.  I  do  not 
think  you  are  going  to  save  any  money 
by  adopting  this  amendment. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  most  of  us 
are  acquainted  with  the  fact  that  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  was  first  inaugurated  to 
bring  about  an  orderly  disposition  of  an 
over  abundance  of  agricultural  products, 
and  to  use  them  in  a  way  that  would  be 
most  helpful  to  this  country,  and  of  help 
to  some  of  our  friendly  nations,  nations 
with  which  we  have  cooperated. 

Here  today,  we  are  seeing  a  political 
maneuver  which,  while  wanting  to  cover 
errors  that  might  have  been  made  by  a 
previous  administration,  is  not  justified. 
I  am  not  going  to  be  so  kind  as  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  when  it  says:  “While  not 
condemning  the  Department  for  entering 
into  this  title  I  agreement,”  referring 
to  the  agreement  with  India,  wherein  the 
President  authorized  $2,200  million  of 
the  $3  billion  authorization  for  India’s 
needs.  I  am  not  objecting  to  the  agree¬ 
ments  that  were  carried  on  with  India, 
although  I  think  that  the  administra¬ 
tion  should  have  used  better  judgment, 
and  should  have  at  least  permitted  In¬ 
dia  to  have  made  available  to  us  some 
cash,  some  ores,  and  some  other  mate¬ 
rials  which  could  have  been  utilized 
under  the  title  IV  program,  rather  than 
to  sell  the  commodities  under  title  I 
for  their  local  currencies,  and  then  for  us 
to  give  back  421/2  percent  of  this  money, 
and  then  loan  them  42%  percent  on  a 
40-year  basis. 


Now,  we  are  going  to  continue  to  re¬ 
duce  our  agricultural  surpluses,  and  I 
think  we  should,  because  I  think  that  in 
many  cases  the  quicker  we  get  rid  of 
them  the  better  off  we  will  be  and  the  less 
money  we  will  spend  in  storage  and  car¬ 
rying  costs  which  amount  to  more  than 
a  billion  dollars  annually. 

Now,  what  does  the  amendment  actu¬ 
ally  do?  It  would  actually  hamstring 
this  administration  from  entering  into 
other  programs  with  other  countries, 
including  the  food  for  peace  program. 
This  administration  has  not  been  in 
power  very  long,  and  it  takes  time  to 
work  up  some  of  these  programs,  and  if 
we  are  going  to  adopt  the  amendment 
that  is  offered  here  today,  I  think  that 
we  are  going  to  at  least  delay,  and  in 
many  cases  we  might  even  prevent  the 
carrying  on  of  an  operation  which  could 
be  very  helpful  to  us,  particularly  in  the 
Latin  American  countries.  This  author¬ 
ization  here,  of  course,  is  to  permit  the 
movement  of  these  commodities  from 
storage  into  places  where  they  can  do 
some  good.  The  previous  administration 
obligated  more  than  two-thirds  of  all  the 
money  that  was  available  for  the  years 
1960  and  1961  at  one  time,  and  now  you 
are  trying  to  cut  off  and  to  limit  and  to 
prevent  the  spending  as  it  relates  to  the 
other  commitments.  Now,  to  say  that 
you  want  to  wait  until  we  come  in  here 
with  a  firm,  specific  commitment  to 
those  countries,  I  do  not  think  that  we 
are  being  fair  to  those  who  are  making 
these  arrangements  with  the  Latin 
American  countries,  and  who  would  be 
restricted  in  making  arrangements,  if 
not  firm  commitments,  which  would  be 
advantageous  to  the  United  States. 

On  page  9  of  the  report  I  find  this 
statement : 

Programs  under  development  resulting 
from  country  requests,  $1,250  million. 

Now,  that  includes  countries  that  have 
made  requests  for  programs  and  whose 
requests  are  now  being  reviewed. 

Then,  in  addition  to  that,  we  have  this 
food  for  peace  program  for  which  we  do 
not  know  exactly  how  much  money  it 
will  take.  You  already  have  money  in¬ 
vested  in  these  commodities,  and  I  think 
that  we  should  utilize  those  commodities 
to  the  best  of  our  ability,  and  I  think 
we  know  that  we  are  now  in  a  position  to 
use  them. 

Before  I  close,  I  want  to  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  one  thing  that  the  last  admin¬ 
istration  did  which  really  burned  me  up 
when  I  found  out  about  it.  Last  year 
I  was  in  the  Middle  East  and  I  visited 
some  of  the  refugee  camps  where  we 
are  taking  care  of  1.2  million  refugees 
in  Lebanon  and  Syria,  on  the  Ghaza 
Strip  and  in  Jordan,  and  I  was  amazed 
to  find  out  that  the  United  States  was 
paying  70  percent  of  the  cost  of  that 
program  operated  by  UNWRA  under 
the  United  Nations  program.  We  are 
paying  70  percent.  The  United  Kingdom 
is  paying  18  percent  of  the  cost,  and  the 
other  members  of  the  United  Nations, 
exclusive  of  the  Soviet  bloc  which  is  not 
paying  any  part  of  the  cost,  pay  12  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost,  and  yet  they  were  using 
a  part  of  that  70  percent  that  we  were 
furnishing  to  buy  wheat.  Where?  Not 
in  the  United  States;  from  Canada,  Aus¬ 


tralia,  and  other  countries,  and  I  say 
that  an  administration  that  permitted 
that  to  be  done  and  not  use  the  wheat 
instead  of  the  money  was  just  using  very 
poor  business  judgment.  We  should  in 
every  instance  use  the  resources  which 
we  have  in  the  greatest  abundance,  and 
certainly  we  have  more  wheat  than  dol¬ 
lars. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Kyl:  On  page 
2,  line  6,  Insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  2.  Title  I  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  foUowing  new 
section : 

“  ‘110.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
visions  of  law  any  country  programs  under 
development  resulting  from  country  requests 
shall  henceforth  be  reviewed  and  approved 
by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the 
House  of  Repreesntatives  and  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate  be¬ 
fore  being  concluded.’  ” 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  matter 
has  been  amply  argued  already  and  the 
arguments  in  favor  of  the  amendment 
have  been  substantially  made.  This 
amendment  is  offered  for  the  sole  pur¬ 
pose  of  giving  the  review  to  Congress,  the 
lack  of  which  has  been  decried  at  great 
length  here  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KYL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mi-.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sure  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  will  want  to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  personally  I  would 
be  glad  to  accept  it,  but  I  have  no  au¬ 
thority  to  accept  it  on  behalf  of  the 
committee.  Should  we  accept  it  at  this 
moment,  it  would  necessitate  sending 
this  bill  to  conference  and  delaying  its 
passage.  And  while  I  am  speaking,  I 
should  like  to  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  Senate  has  already  passed  the 
bill,  and  if  we  can  pass  the  bill  as  it  is 
now,  it  is  my  purpose  to  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  substitute  the  Senate  bill  and 
end  the  matter. 

But  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman  that 
we  shall  seriously  consider  this  matter 
when  we  start  consideration  of  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  Public  Law  480,  which  we 
shall  reach  within  the  next  few  days  in 
our  committee.  We  might  amend  the 
suggestion  to  provide  that  commitments 
over  a  certain  amount  should  be  referred 
to  these  committees  for  their  considera¬ 
tion.  But  I  am  sure  that  my  friend  from 
Iowa  will  agree  that  we  should  not  de¬ 
lay  action  on  this  bill  now  that  we  have 
decided  what  we  are  going  to  do. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KYL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  In  view  of  the  Chair¬ 
man’s  statement  while  we  were  in  gen¬ 
eral  debate  under  the  5-minute  rule, 
that  he  thought  this  was  a  good  idea,  it 
was  my  feeling  that  he  would  be  ready 
to  accept  this  amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  still  think  it  is  a  good 
idea. 
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Mr.  HOEVEN.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  as  far  as  the  minority  are 
concerned,  we  are  ready  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
not  conferred  with  my  colleagues  on  the 
majority  and  I  am  not  in  a  position  to 
accept  it.  I  shall  have  to  ask  the  mem¬ 
bership  to  vote  the  amendment  down 
with  my  assurance  that  we  shall  con¬ 
sider  the  matter  within  the  next  few 
days. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Kyl]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Bolling,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  4728)  to  amend  title  I  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  262,  he  reported  the  bill  back 
to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. . 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  1027) ,  to 
amend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 
an  identical  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
103(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  deleting  “any  calendar  year 
during  the  period  beginning  January  1,  1960, 
and  ending  December  31,  1961,”  and  substi¬ 
tuting  “the  calendar  year  1960,”  and  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Agree¬ 
ments  shall  not  be  entered  into  under  this 
title  in  the  calendar  year  1961  which  will  caU 
for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  in  amounts  in 
excess  of  $3,500,000,000,  plus  any  amount  by 
which  agreements  entered  into  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  calendar  year  have  called  or  will  call 
for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts  less 
than  authorized  for  such  preceding  year  by 
this  Act  as  in  effect  during  such  preceding 
years.” 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

A  similar  House  bill  (H.R.  4728)  was 
laid  on  the  table. 
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CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  were  some  typographical  errors  in  a 
speech  which  appears  in  the  Record  of 
April  24.  Because  of  the  delicate  and 
controversial  nature  of  that  speech,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
corrections  be  made  in  the  Record: 

On  page  6232,  second  column,  first 
paragraph  of  my  remarks,  “disconcern- 
ing”  should  be  “disconcerting.” 

On  page  6233,  first  column,  line  eight, 
put  quotation  marks  around  the  phrase 
“they  have  a  plan  to  make  America  safe 
for  traitors.”  * 

On-  page  6233,  second  column,  first 
line,  the  word  “me”  should  be  “men.” 

On  page  6234,  first  column,  line  15,  the 
word  “all”  should  be  deleted. 

On  page  6234,  second  column,  third 
paragraph,  the  phrase  beginning  “left- 
wing”  and  the  rest  of  that  sentence 
should  be  in  quotation  marks. 

On  page  6234,  third  column,  second 
paragraph,  the  word  “kell”  should  read 
“kill,”  and  the  quotation  marks  should 
be  deleted. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Oregon? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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Mr.  IKARD  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  rollcall  NoMl  I  am  recorded  as  being 
absent.  I  was  present  and  answered  to 
my  name.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Record  and  Jotanal  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  IsVhere  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  sentleman  from 
Texas?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 


NEW  JERSEY  FAVORS  FEDERAL  AID 
TO  EDUCATION  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  or¬ 
der  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  ux>m 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Thompson]  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  30  minutes.  \ 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr/ 
Speaker,  a  public  opinion  survey  recently 
completed  in  New  Jersey  indicates  that 
three-fourths  of  the  adult  residents  of 
my  State  favor  enactment  of  Federal  aid 
to  education  legislation. 

This  poll  was  taken  for  me  by  the  pri¬ 
vate  polling  organization  John  F.  Kraft, 
Inc. 

The  survey  showed  that  only  1  New 
Jerseyan  in  10  is  opposed  to  passage  of 
the  education  aid  program. 

Because  the  Kraft  firm’s  report  on 
their  study  contains  material  which  I 
believe  will  be  of  considerable  interest 
to  other  Members,  I  include  herewith  a 
text  of  the  report : 

A  Report  op  Altitudes  of  New  Jersey 

Citizens  Regarding  the  President’s  Aid 

to  Education  Bill 

foreword 

This  is  a  report  of  an  analysis  of  the  atti¬ 
tudes  of  New  Jersey  citizens  with  respect 
to  the  pending  legislation  regarding  Federal 
aid  to  education. 

During  1960  a  series  of  surveys  were  con¬ 
ducted  on  the  same  general  subject — how 
people  feel  about  the  needs  of  the  public 


schools,  teacher  salaries,  and  Federal  aid  to 
education.  In  addition  to  a  national  prob¬ 
ability-sample  survey  on  these  subjects, 
separate  statewide  surveys  have  been  con¬ 
ducted  in  Arizona,  Tennessee,  Montana,  Wes V 
Virginia,  Oregon,  and  Washington,  to  begm 
a  list.  This  survey  was  designed  to  confirm 
to,  yet  at  the  same  time  bring  up  to  /Gate, 
the  reports  of  attitudes  revealed  tty  the 
previous  research.  / 

The  analysis  which  follows  is  barred  on  in¬ 
terviews  with  a  carefully  drawn  c/oss  section 
of  419  adults  in  New  Jersey.  The  respond¬ 
ents  were  selected  at  random/ln  accordance 
with  standard  statistical  procedures  which 
would  insure  proper  representation  of  all 
groups  in  the  population  >euch  as  age  groups, 
religious  groups,  people/of  varying  national¬ 
ity  backgrounds,  of  different  economic  levels, 
and  so  on.  The  results  which  are  reported 
in  the  succeeding  .pages  of  this  report  may 
be  considered  to  J5e  a  representation  of  the 
attitudes  of  the/entire  voting  population  of 
the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

Interviewing  was  conducted  by  principals 
of  the  Kraf't  firm  or  under  their  supervision 
during  th£  first  week  of  April  1961. 

/ ANTICIPATING  THE  ANALYSIS 

The'  succeeding  analysis  looks  carefully 
into/the  attitudes  of  people  in  New  Jersey 
ann  their  concern  with  the  problem  of  edu¬ 
cation  (if  it  is  a  problem ) .  It  will  be  shown 
^that  these  essential  conclusions  may  be 
drawn: 

Better  than  3  out  of  4  people  want  to  see 
the  President’s  school-aid  bill  passed;  only 
1  out  of  10  people  express  opposition  to  it. 

Close  to  2  out  of  3  people  with  children 
now  attending  parochial  schools  favor  pas¬ 
sage;  only  1  out  of  5  of  the  parents  of 
parochial  schoolchildren  are  opposed  to 
passage. 

The  New  Jersey  public  has  a  pretty  good 
idea  of  the  sources  of  aid  to  education,  and 
Federal  aid  is  last  on  their  list. 

Two  out  of  three  New  Jersey  adults  feel 
that  the  Federal  share  is  too  little. 

Nearly  2  out  of  3  people  in  the  State  are 
opposed  to  the  idea  that  Federal  aid  should 
go  to  parochial  or  private  schools. 

These  conclusions  are  intended  only  as  a 
preview  to  the  complete  analysis  which  fol¬ 
lows,  and  cannot  be  taken  as  a  substitution 
for  the  complete  report. 

THE  ANALYSIS 

Previous  surveys  have  made  it  perfectly 
plain  that  parents,  parents-to-be,  and 
grandparents,  can  be  very  articulate  and 
explicit  about  their  attitudes  regarding  edu¬ 
cation  for  the  youngsters.  To  help  put  the 
\ubject  of  education  into  focus,  here  are 
sBune  verbatim  remarks  of  New  Jersey  citi¬ 
zens.  A  retired  teacher  in  Bergen  County, 
a  CaUiolic  married  to  a  Protestant,  said  this: 
“I  knW  about  teaching,  even  if  I  haven’t 
taught\for  20  years  since  my  husband  started 
to  do  alright.  I  think  that  aid  to  educa¬ 
tion  bill  sWould  be  passed,  but  with  certain 
stipulation^  I’m  a  Catholic,  but  I  don’t 
think  that  tnWparochial  schools  should  come 
into  the  law  afl^dl.  My  husband  bends  over 
backward  and  r^ybe  he’d  argue  with  me, 
but  I  taught  lilsniry  in  the  public  schools, 
and  it’s  against  theWConstitution.  But  I  do 
think  that  the  parochial  schools  should  be 
able  to  get  low-cost  iXderal  loans.  They’re 
awfully  overcrowded.”  \ 

She  by  no  means  sptoke  for  everyone. 
Some  said  "only  for  th^public  schools,” 
others  said  “only  if  it’s  fck  everyone.”  A 
particularly  eloquent  expression  was  heard 
from  another  Catholic,  a  lawyeXin  Camden: 

“I  pay  taxes  which  supportNthe  public 
schools,  and  I  pay  separately  to  support  the 
parochial  school.  The  local  publiX  schools 
are  crowded  and  the  teachers  are  unaterpaid. 
The  parochial  school  is  overcrowdecflt  too, 
and  they  haven’t  got  a  decent  library.  X 

“Now  I’ve  read  a  lot  about  the  NatimLs 
educational  needs  and  how  we’re  fallinV 
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AN  ACT 

To  amend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 

of  1954. 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Howe  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  103(b)  Agricultural 
of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,Trade  Deveiop- 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  deleting  “any  calendar  year  during  thement  and  Assist- 
iperiod  beginning  January  1,  1960,  and  ending  December  31,  1961,” anoe  Aot  of  1954> 
'and  substituting  “the  calendar  year  1960,”  and  by  adding  at  the  end  a®e"dn«;nt* 
thereof  the  following:  “Agreements  shall  not  be  entered  into  under  7  use  1703’ 
this  title  in  the  calendar  year  1961  which  will  call  for  appropriations 
to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  in  amounts  in  excess  of  $3,500,000,000,  plus  68  stat*  456* 
any  amount  by  which  agreements  entered  into  in  the  preceding  calen¬ 
dar  year  have  called  or  will  call  for  appropriations  to  reimburse  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  amounts  less  than  authorized  for 
such  preceding  year  by  this  Act  as  in  effect  during  such  preceding 
years?’ 

Approved  May  4,  1961. 
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